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[to hear that the state of your health is a " sufficient reason " ft»r 
lot replying to my letter, and that "did not this reason exist," 
rou should decline " to enter into further correspondence ^v\\ 
gentleman who informs you of his intentii>n to ^pufj'i*h* 
>riyate letters without having first obtained the consent of the 
rriter." 

As regards the letters being " private,'^ I had previously con- 
idered this, and concluded there was nothing private in thcni, 
ly more than there might be in any letters written on a public 
lestion. 

1. Because the correspondence arose out of a letter written 
you to the Rev. Baldwin Brown, which you published, and, 
so doing, gave it the character of a public document. 

The subject of the correspondence is entirely of a public 
ure. 

The a6«enc« of anything deserving the name of "private" led 
^tolook upon the whole correspondence as of a public nature. 
Lherefore I did not think it necessary to obtain your 
>nt," but certainly had no intention of giving the 
jst offence. However, as you appear to think differently, 
you will accept the expression of my sincere regret at 
appeared to treat you in any way other than with the 
[<-8t respect, 
the same time, I think the cause of truth should take 
] 5nce of everything relating to self. And he who will not 
' .^'Ut " to make some sacrifice, and even suffer loss for the 
||^ .5 what he believes to be the truth, does not appraise 




%Sl '4,t its value. I can truly say that I have sacrificed both 
J :y ployed in writing these letters could have been more 



'^. 1 money, also loss of friendship, and have no doubt the 




spent, in a pecuniary sense. 
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BETWEEN "FORWARD" MAGAZINE, EDINBURGH; 

«j. w N," Esq., TUNBRIDGE WELLS; 

"Mr. R. S T," DUNDEE; 

And "T. R.," 

(Att^ior of " Substitution : Is it Scripttiral and Reasonable ? " Sc.) 
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" Come now, let us reason together." — Isaiah i., 18. 

"Who ever knew TRUTH put to the worse in a free and open encounter ?" 

— MUton, 

"0 for a thunderbolt to make the world think !" — Spurgeon, 



MANCHESTER : JOHN HEYWOOD, 141 & 143, DEANSGATE. 
LONDON: F. PITMAN, 20, PATERNOSTER ROW. 

1874. 



/3d: a. id. 



PREFACE. 



The first and third portions of this correspondence arose out of a 
challenge for a Scriptural and Reasonable proof of the popular 
doctrine of Substitution. The second portion originated through 
the publication of "A LETTER to the Rev. J. Baldwin Brown, B.A., 
on the Sacrificial Substitution of the Lord Jesus Christ/' by 

J. W ^n, Esq., of Tunbridge Wells, apparently in order to correct 

Mr. Brown's views on the doctrine of Atonement, which this corres- 
pondence will itself further explain ; and, though not originally 
intended for publication, is now published, in the hope that its 
perusal may stimulate believers themselves to investigate more 
fully the groimds of their beliefs, so that they may "be always 
ready to give an answer to every man that asketh them a reason for 
the hope that is within them, with meekness and fear ;" and also 
induce the thoughtless and indifferent to inquire into the nature 
and truth of one of the most important doctrines which persons 
calling themselves Christians are authoritatively called upon to 
believe — a doctrine the truth and reality of which concerns every 
individual ; and thus help to solve what appeal^ to many to be a 
most difficult problem, and aisUt in producing a satisfactory answer 
to a question often asked — ^but to which no plain and adequate 
reply has yet been givMi — ^viz., What is truth 1 
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" To make out the doctrine of Substitution, it must clearly 
appear that the great God treated an innocent Being as if he 
were guilty." — Rev. J, Gilbert^ " The Christian Atonement " 
(p. 439). 

Substitution. — "The idea is, that the person substituted 
is to do or su£fer the same thing which the person for whom he 
is substituted would have done." — Rev. Albert BameSy D.D,y 
" The Atonement" (p. 281). 

"We can never admit, as a matter of ordinary procedure, 
that the good should be pimished for the bad ; that the virtuous 
should be sacrificed for the wicked ; and that those who are a 
blessing to society should be cut off, that those who are its 
curse might be spared. The . substitutionary principle can 
seldom be introduced in the common course of justice." — Dr. 
Dewar (pp. 207-8). 

" All things are placed under law There is not, 

as the universe came from His hand, and as His administration 
is extended over it, one thing in the mineral, the vegetable, the 
animal, or the moral kingdom that is placed beyond the control 
of law, or that is not regulated by law. .... All sciences 
are founded on the belief that the imiverse is controlled by 
laws, and serve only to develop their nature and illustrate their 
universality and value. There is not a crystal that is not 
formed in accordance with law \ not a vegetable that grows not 
in accordance with law ; not a star in the heavens that is not 
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moved in accordance with fixed and certain laws; not an 
animal upon the earth, not a fish in the waters, not a bird in 
the air, that is not subject in its origin, formation, and mode of 
living to definite laws > not a man or an angel that is not made 
subject to law. The study of these laws, in reference to the 
material world, constitutes all that there is in natural philo- 
sophy ; in the animal world, all that there is in natural 
history; in the affinities and repelleucies of the particles of 
matter^ all that there is in chemistry ; in the movements of the 
heavenly bodies, all that there is in astronomy ; in the develop- 
ments of life, all that there is in physiology; in the soul of 
man, all that there is in psychology ; in the operations of mind, 
all that there is in moral philosophy ; in the study of the Divine 
nature and the unfolding of the Divine plans, all that there is 
in theology. If there were not laws applicable to everything, 
there could be no science, no calculations in regard to the 
future, no basis of confidence in any human effort, no encourage- 
ment to plough a field, to construct a vessel, to navigate the 
ocean, to attempt to restore health when impaired, or to save 
the souL All that we see, all that we do, all that we hope for, 
is based on the existence of law, and is all an illustration of the 
value of law. The purpose of an atonement, therefore, clearly, 
cannot be to set aside law ; but it is to be presumed that if an 
atonement is made, it will so far accord with the established 
course of events as to illustrate its importance and value.'* — 
Rev, Albert Barnes, 2).2>., " The Atonement " (pp. 81-2). 

"Divines, with justice, have renounced the sentiment that 
mere will, abstractedly considered, can be any foundation of 
law, or the criterion of right and wrong, since that would 
annihilate the essentiality of distinction between good and evil 
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, . . . They therefore maintam, as the Scriptures teach, 
that justice must, in the order of our conceptions, at least, be 
regarded as antecedent to mlly and as independent of it — even 
of the Divine will." — Rev, J. Gilbert, ^^ Christian Atonement*' 
(pp. 156-7). 

" Of belief the proper object is truth, and its instrument is 
the intellect. This God has given to man, as he has given him 
sight; and its efficient and right use is a condition of those 
higher affections by which we are united to Him. Around the 
intellect thus given, God has set the reality of things, just as 
He has set visible objects before our sight ; and this reality of 
things, being apprehended and stated, becomes truth. . . 

" As reason and the Scriptures coincide in their estimate of 
the value of truth, so also do they respecting the duty of seek- 
ing it earnestly and impartially. 

"Has God endowed us with intellect? And is this to be 
cramped, restricted, limited, and dwarfed % Is it not, on the 
other hand, to be in every way quickened, str-engthened, and 
enlarged? Is there any knowledge of God or His works, of 
facts or relations, that is not good for it 1 We say NO. We 
say that we come into a region which God invites all to enter, 
and into which, governed by its own laws, no other authority 
has any right to come. The laws by which this region is 
governed are the laws of evidence. If they require us to believe, 
we are to believe ; if to doubt, we are to doubt ; if to disbelieve, 
we are to disbelieve. Truth is one. It does not depend upon 
will. 
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" We are never to believe anything for which there is not 
more evidence than there is against it. We are never to believe 
anything which it is not more rational to believe than it is not 
to believe it 

" What we need here, then, and all that we need, is earnest- 
ness and candour — earnestness in searching out all the evidence 
on both sides of every question, and candour in estimating it 
without bias." — Dr, Mark Hopkins , */ Modern Scepticism " (pub- 
lished by the Religious Tract Society). 




^oxxn^on'iftixct ' 



BETWEEN 



"FORWAED" MAGAZINE AND "T. R." 



The following appeared in Fo7'ward* magazine of August, 
1871, in reply to the Challenge at foot : — 

A CHALLENGEt ACCEPTED— SUBSTITUTION. 

A gentleman, who hides himself under the two letters T. R, 
has issued a challenge ** to all the churches," in which he says, 
" ^20 will be given to anyone who first produces a written or 
printed proof that the doctrine of Substitution, i.e,, the ortho- 
dox Atonement, is scriptural and reasonable." We do not 
know as to whether we will be the " first" to attempt the task, 
or whether the doctrine of Substitution we advocate will be 
accepted by T. K. as orthodox; but of this we are assured, 
that it is both scriptural and reasonable, and that we ^'will 
also accept and teach the legitimate and logical conclusion to 
which it leads." 

* Edited by Bev. William Adamson, Edinburgh. 

t A Cballenob. — £20 will be given to anyone who first produces a written or 
printed proof that the doctrine of " Substitxttion " (see " Substitution, Is it Qcrip' 
tural and Reasonable?" By T. B. London : Qeorge John Stevenson, 24, Paternoster 
Bow; F. Pitman, 20, Paternoster Bow>— i.«., the orthodox (?) "ATONEMENT"— is 
scriptural and reasonable, and will also accept and teach the legitimate and logical 
conclusion to which it leads. Such proof to be signed in full by the writer or author, 
and also by three bond fide clergymen of any denomination, each of whom will be 
considered equally bound by the contents of the aforesaid document. Communica- 
tions to be addressed T. B., author of "Substitution," care of the Publishers, London 
B.C.— Nov. iBt, 1870. 
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"We begin, then, with the question, What is the doctrine of 
the Atonement iJy substitution held by those who may be called 
orthodox 1 The answer to this question must not be sought in 
sermons where men use language intended to be more forcible 
than precise. The real doctrine will only be reached when we 
take it as set forth in a systematic manner by those who under- 
stand the subject. When so expounded, it may be stated thus : 
Jesus Christ stood in the room and stead of men, so that He 
did what they ought to have done, suflfered what they ought to 
have suffered, and is what they ought to aim to become. He is 
man's substitute, representative, and sin-bearer, through whom 
pardon and life may come to the sinner, and on the ground of 
whose atoning work the greatest sinner of the earth may be 
saved. This is the doctrine of Substitution, which contains the 
essence of all systems which admit Substitution, and constitutes 
the marrow of evangelical Chi'istianity. And we are bold enough 
to aver that if this were eliminated from the gospel, it would lose 
its power to satisfy the conscience or impart peace to the souL* 
The history of the Church is a corroboration of this remark. 

That this doctrine is scriptural is evident from almost every 
page of the New Testament and innumerable declarations of 
the Old. Our difficulty is not to find Scripture support for the 
doctrine, but in selecting from the all but innumerable passages 
which teach or imply that Christ suffered and died in the room 
of men. Our space forbids more than a very few passages. 
In Romans v., 7, 8, we read, " For scarcely for a righteous man 
will one die, yet peradventure for a good man some would even 
dare to die ; but God commendeth his love towards us in that, 
while we were sinners, Christ died for us." Language could not 
be more explicit. As one man dies for another, so Christ died 

^ See Appendix, p. ill. 
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for us. This implies Substitution in both cases, and without 
this idea the words would have no meaning. Peter says, in his 
First Epistle, iii., 18, "Christ also hath once suffered for sins, 
the just for the unjust; " which declaration contains the doctrine 
T. R. denies. And, not to quote more passages, we conclude 
our Scripture evidence with these well-known words : " He was 
wounded for our transgressions, he was bruised for our iniqui- 
ties, the chastisement of our peace was upon him, and with 
his stripes we are healed" (Isaiah liiL, 5).* These are but 
specimens of what runs like a scarlet thread through the entire 
Bible. In order to take it out, one must needs rend the whole 
web of inspiration, and thereby destroy its unity and beauty. 
If T. R. does not acknowledge this, it must be because he looks 
at the declarations of the inspired penman through the medium 
of preconceived theory, for the doctrine of Substitution is one 
of the main doctrines of the Word of God.' 

That it is reasonable is also capable of proof. We do not in- 
deed contend that all the theories of Substitution a4vocated by 
such imperfect thinkers as some popular preachers we could 
name are reasonable. Some of these are far otherwise, and it 
is these most likely which T. R. had in his mind when he issued 
the challenge.* But these have no right to be called orthodox 
to the exclusion of other doctrines which are at once as really 
substitutionary and more scriptural. The doctrine sketched 
above is pre-eminently reasonable. What more reasonable than 
that Jesus Christ, whose delights were always with the sons of 
men, should do for them what they had failed to do 1 What 
more reasonable than that he who was above law should come 
under it, and bear in his own self the sorrows and sufferings 
which- men should have endured, that they might have eternal 

* See Appendix, p. iiL * Urid. * ibid. 
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life 'P And what more reasonable than that God should accept 
what Christ did and endured as a substitute for the punish- 
ment of those who believe 1 The atonement of Christ answered 
the same ends in the divine moral administration as the punish- 
ment of the sinner : at the same time it provided the means for 
his salvation. If the atonement of Jesus Christ, the substitute 
and representative of men, be not reasonable, there is no reason 
in self-sacrificing love, and the sublimest and most benevolent 
of all lives and deaths. But that it is reasonable, has been the 
verdict of the most reasonable and morally sensitive men the 
world has seen.* Their evidence is that by faith in this they 
have been pardoned, purified, and blessed. The more firmly 
they believe that Christ loved them and gave himself for them, 
the better they became ; and this result could not be the product 
of a lie ; it could spring from the truth alone. Their testimony, 
as registered in their lives, should prove to all those who, like 
T. R., deny the doctrine that they do not understand,''^ the 
true doctrine of Substitution — ^the one taught in the Bible — 
and the one alone worthy of the name of orthodox. And we 
close, by expressing the hope that the hints thrown out will 
lead to a profounder study of the subject by those who have 
not hitherto got a firm footing regarding the doctrine. To our 
minds there are three doctrines taught in the Bible which 
must enter into every system of theology that contains true 
Christian doctrine, and these are Imputation, Propitiation, and 
Substitution.* A. 



• See Appendix, p. ill. • p. Iv. '^ ibid. 
* Tbifl appeared in Forward of August, 1871. 
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SUBSTITUTION.* 

TO THE EDITOR OP "FORWARD." 

Sir, — ^I am glad to see in the August number of Forward 
that at least an attempt has been made to prove the doctrine 
of Substitution to be true, by a " gentleman who hides himself 
under" the letter ** A," in reply to "A Challenge " issued by me. 

Though not the "first to attempt the task," yet I think I 
can aflFord to be generous, and practise the doctrine of Imputa- 
tion, or imputed merit, and " reckon " or " look upon him," and 
" treat him " for the time being, as if he were the " first f but, 
while -doing so, I distinctly wish it to be understood that I 
believe neither my imputing to him the merit of being " the 
first'* on the list of those who have attempted to prove the doc- 
trine of Substitution to be true will make him " the first," nor 
will the imputation of any one secure the merits of this position 
to him. The moral of this is that " facts are stubborn things," 
and unalterable. Once a fact, always a fact; but orthodox 
teachers often write and speak as though, by some manipulation 
or legerdemain peculiar to themselves, they could alter a fact 
to suit their views. In writing upon this subject, I shall try to 
show that they can do no such thing; and also prove to 
them, if they will listen to the voice of reason, that their views 
of Atonement or reconciliation are erroneous and extremely 
illogical. 

Firstly, then, I maintain that all God's works are realities 
and not fictions. This, I think, cannot truthfully be disputed, 
and on the supposition that 

* We insert this letter, with a reply from "A.," not as a matter of right; but because 
we are anxious that Mr. Royston should have his say on this important subject. We 
have not altered it in any particular, save we have struck out a few passages of 
Scripture at the place indicated, which were given as illustrations of the pxiuciple 
laid down. We leave " T. R." in the hands of " A."— Editob Forwaard, 
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Secondly, The doctrine of Substitution is the work of God — 
which, 1 suppose, no believers in the doctrine will deny — then 
it follows, as a legitimate and logical conclusion, "which no- 
body can deny " truthfiiUy, that 

Thirdly, Therefore Substitution is a reality. 

Will our friend, who " hides himself under " the letter " A.," 
throw aside his cloak, and accept the above propositions as true 1 
If not, will he give me a logical or sound reason why he does 
not accept them 1 

I think it necessary to be thus precise at the commencement 
of a discussion of this nature so that we may clearly understand 
what we are talking or writing about, and thereby prevent that 
confusion which must inevitably arise if one is writing about a 
fiction or that which is not a reality. 

Now, if "A.'* will accept the doctrine as a veritable reality, 
and not a fiction or simply a theory to be ordy believed, we 
shall then both be standing on common ground, and I shall be 
happy to exchange ideas, and discuss the matter with him as 
briefly as possible, by the help of all available means, including 
Scripture, experience, and right reason; but if he does not 
accept the doctrine as a veritable fact or reality, wUhovi evasion 
or auhterfuge, why, then, he treats this doctrine as a fiction, a 
sham, and a delusion, and there will be nothing left to discuss — 
no, not even a shadow, for the latter does imply of necessity 
the existence of a substance. 

If the plan which "A." takes to prove "Substitution" were 
to be admitted as legitimate and conclusive — viz., by producing 
a string of passages without regard to reason or consistency — 
then almost any absurd theory could be proved to be true by 
the same method, including the errors of Popery, Calvinism, 
&c. For instance, slavery and submission to bad government 
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may be proved to be right by quoting such passages as these 
(Gen. ix. 25) : "And Noah said, Cursed be Canaan ; a servant 
of servants shall he be unto his brethren.'' Joshua ix., 23 : 
" And Joshua said, Ye are oursed j and there shall none of you 
be freed from being bondmen.** 

Lev. zxv., 44-46 : "Both thy bondmen and thy bondmaids 
which thou shalt have^ shall be of the heathen which are 
round about you ; of them shall ye boy bondmen and bond- 
maids of the children of the strangers that do 

sojourn among you, of them shall ye buy and 

they shall be your possession And ye shall take 

them as an inheritance for your children after you to inherit 
them for a possession; they shall be your bondmen FOB 
EVER." 

Bom. T^"., 1, 2 : ''Let every soul be subject unto the higher 
powers. For there be no power but of God : the powers that 
be are (»:dained of Gk)d. Whosoever .therefore resisteth the 
power resisteth the ordinance of God." 

1 Peter, ii., 18 : " Servants be subject to your masters with 
all fear : NOT ONLY to the good and gentle, but also to the 
FBOWABD." 

By this mode of proving (?) we can prove that God has done 
things ''not good;" that He is guilty of deception, &c., for 
(Ezek. xs., 25) God says, '' I gave them also statutes that were 
NOT GOOD." 

1 Kings, zxiL, 2a : ''The LOBD hath put a lying spirit in 
the mouth of all these Thy prophets." 
Ezek. xiv., 9 : "And if the prophet be deceived when he 

hath spoken a thing, / ^ Lwd h<Uh deceived that prophetf and I 

wiU destroy him." 

Jer. zx., 7 : ''0 Lord, THOU hast DECEIVED me, and I am 
deceived." 

We may also prove (?) that medical men are quite unne< 
cessary— as believed by a sect known as the " Peculiar People " 

B 
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—by anoting James v., 14 : ''Is imy sick among yon ? let him 
call for the elders of the chnrch ; and let them pray over >iiTn^ 
anointing him with oil in the name of the Lord ; and the 
PB A7EB of faith shall SAVE THE SICE, and the Lord shall 
raise him up."* 

Numbers of erroneous ideas, theories, and doctrines may be 
proved (?) according to " A.'s " mode of proof and reasoning, 
which, in fact, is not reasoning, but only quoting passages and 
asserting that they mean so and so without giving proof and 
showing the logical consistency of his interpretation with other 
parts of the same book, which must be so if the book be true 
and the doctrine also true, for truth is and must always be 
consistent with itself; but my experience has taught me that 
orthodoxy (so called) and consistency are not " at one," and 
cannot uniformly work together. 

Notwithstanding the confidence with which "A." asserts that 
" this doctrine is scriptural," and affirms that it " is capable of 
proof," and that he " will also accept and teach the legitimate 
and logical conclusions to which it leads," yet he gives no 
proof. In fact, I do not see a single logical argument in all he 
says ; therefore I reiterate the challenge for proof of its truth. 
But I am afraid we shall have to place " A." in the category of 
those gentlemen whom Dean Alford had in his mind when he 
said, " Many a man says many a thing in the pulpit which, if 
he were shut up in a room face to face with an intelligent 
parishioner, he dare not stick to."t Believing these words are 
applicable to " A." and every Substitutionist, I challenge him 
for proof that "Jesus Christ stood in the room and stead of 
men, so that he did what they ought to have done, suffered 

* The portion printed in strong type was omitted in Forward magazine. See 

note on p. 15. 

t Qood Wdrdtt Noyember, 1869. 
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what they ought to have suffered, and is what they ought to 
aim to become." 

If "A." is not deceiving himself, but really believes he can 
prove the doctrine to be a fact, I hope he will put forth all his 
energies and try seriously to rescue this, to me, most unreason- 
able, unjust, and God-dishonouring dogma, from an early death, 
which, judging from the number of thoughtful men who are 
openly denouncmg or silently ignoring it, it appears to be in 
danger of. 

If the "gentleman who hides himself under" the letter ** A." 
will do this, and place the dogma on a reasonable basis by 
logical and consistent proof, he will, to use the language of 
Forward "render a most important service to the cause of 
Christian truth at the present day." He will also be the means 
of preventing "incalculable mischief," by correcting the 
erroneous " thousand and one " views of the Atonement. 

I intend to persist in the demand for such proof, and would 
again beg of " A." to remember that truth is always consistent 
with itself — a point which seems to be often overlooked by 
theologians. If it be true, and I believe it is, that " truth is 
like a torch, the more it is shaken the brighter it shines," then 
" A." need not fear the strictest investigation of the matter, 
" for we can do nothing against the truth, but for the truth," 
and we are distinctly told to " prove all things, and hold fast 
that which is good." I wish to inform " A." that my object 
in putting forth this challenge is to elicit an answer, if possible, 
to the question, " What is truth V and to induce men gene- 
rally to inquire and search for it themselves, instead of trusting 
so much to the authority of fallible men, who generally teach 
this creed or that creed just as, from the accident of birth and 
education, they happen to have been taught themselves ; for I 
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believe it is by this means only that the errors of Popery and 
other false systems can be destroyed. — I am, sir, yours truly, 

T. R N.* 



REPLY TO THE ABOVE. 

TO THE EDITOR. 

Dear Sir, — ^Whether "T. R" believes in the doctrine of 
Substitution or no, one thing is certain from the above letter, 
and that is, he practises it. He issued a challenge '' to all the 
churches," in which he says, " £20 will be given to anyone 
who first produces a written or printed proof of the doctrine of 
Substitution,'' and now he has substituted a discussion of the 
subject with himself for " the written or printed proof," and 
dropped most conveniently all mention of the £20.* 

This is scarcely fair. It is not hinted at in the original an- 
nouncement, though it may have lain as a conception in 
" T. R.'s " mind. Very likely he said to himself, " I will hook 
some theologian with the challenge for a written proof and the 
bait of £20, and when I do I will demand that he discuss the 
matter with me, and < throw aside his cloak ' to do so ; and 
whether he refuses or accedes, I will gain. If he refuses, I will 
say he knows his cause is not defensible— he is afraid ; and if he 
accedes, I will get a good opportunity of incul6ating my ideas 
of theological matters in general, and the doctrine of Substi- 
tution in particular, before an audience who otherwise would 
not know that I existed." If this is the way that " T. R." 
reasoned with himself, we do not think that it is creditable to 
him ; and if this is not a fair representation of his attitude and 

* This letter and the following " Reply to the above " were inserted in Forward 

of September, 187^1. * See Appendix, p. iv. 
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determination, why (1) did he not appoint the judge when he 
issued the challenge] and (2) why does he substitute a dis- 
cussion of the doctrine in the room and stead of a written or 
printed proof of the same 1 • 

Leaving this simply personal matter, we will briefly notice 
some of the statements advanced by " T. R." And 

First, We have no difficulty in admitting his three proposi- 
tions. We believe, not indeed that the doctrine of Substitution 
is the work of God, as " T. R." has it, but that Substitution is 
the work of God's Son, and a reality. There is no fiction about 
the work of Christ. It was real and substitutionary. This is 
the position we occupy, and one which appears to us to be 
supported round and round by Scripture and reason. 

Secondly, We hold that our plan of proving the doctrine " by 
producing a string of passages from Scripture," is at once legiti- 
mate and conclusive. The question is, as "T. R." insists it 
should be, a question, not as to doctrine or theory, but as to 
fact. Meanwhile, we ask not in what sense did Christ stand 
in the room and stead of man. This has been excluded by 
" T. R." when he insists that the reality of the substitution is 
the question in dispute, not the theory. How, then, we ask, 
can you settle the question as to whether Christ was a substi- 
tute in the room and stead of man as a fact, except by reference 
to either a "string" or to individual passages of Scripture] 
There is no other method open to the reasonable inquirer who 
admits that the Bible is the standard of appeal.** We did 
appeal to Scripture, and that, too, not "without regard to 
reason or consistency." We not only quoted passages of 
Scripture, but showed, succinctly it is true, but really, never- 
theless, that they taught, in the most explicit manner, the 
doctrine and fact denied. We reproduce one verse on which 

* See Appendix, p. iv. ^^ p. ibid. 
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we are willing to stake the whole controversy : " For scarcely 
for a righteous man will one die ; yet perad venture for a good 
man some would even dare to die. But God commendeth his 
love toward us, in that, while we were yet sinners, Christ died 
for us." (Rom. v., 7, 8.) In what sense can one man die for 
another if not as his substitute 1** And here Paul says Christ 
died for us in the same way. If this is not a plain and unam- 
biguous declaration of the fact of Substitution, language has 
no meaning. 

Thirdly. We deny most positively that " almost any theory 
could be proved to be true " by the quotation of Scripture 
passages. Fairly quoted, they can only prove what they assert, 
and nothing more. Those produced by us are fairly quoted, 
and were looked at in the light of their context and surround- 
ings, and can have but x>ne meaning, and that is against " T. 
R." and his denial. 

Fourthly, Perhaps we do not know ourselves so well as 
" T. R." knows us, but we must say, so far as we do know what 
manner of a person we are, we do not belong to ** those gentle- 
men " referred to by Dean Alford.** We would have no hesi- 
tancy to tell " T. R." to his face what we have written and 
published to the world — viz., that the doctrine he denies is 
true, and that the reasons he advances against it are directed 
more against theories about the fact than the fact itself. If he 
should think otherwise, he had better suggest where he would 
meet those who oppose him face to face, and let an audience 
settle to whom his ,£20 belongs. 

Fifthly. He challenges proof for the doctrine that "Jesus 
Christ stood in the room and stead of man, so that he did what 
they ought to have done, suffered what they ought to have 
suffered, and is what they ought to aim to become." After 

ii See Appendix, p. vii '» p. vlii. 
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mature thought on the matter, we cannot suggest a more 
perfect formula of the doctrine which gathers more completely 
into itself the substance of the various theories held by all 
shades of evangelical Christians. Unfolded, it may be expressed 
thus : Jesus Christ obeyed the law which man ought to have done. 
That he did this " T. R." will surely not deny ; and if he did, it 
would relegate him from the field of controversy on this sub- 
ject. That Jesus suffered for human sins and human sinners 
is so plainly the voice of inspiration, that we need not produce 
one verse, not to say "a string of passages," to prove this 
point. That Jesus Christ did not suffer in the same^^ way man 
deserved to suffer, but that he suffered vicariously, is to us 
most certain. "He died the just for the unjust;" "he 
tasted death;" "he was wounded for our transgressions." 
These are only a few of the many statements which teach the 
vicarious nature of the work of the Saviour. And " T. R." 
will not dispute that Jesus Christ is, in character and standing, 
what all men ought to aim to become. 

Finally, We hav^e no desire to discuss the doctrine with 
" T. R.," for various reasons. We do not think that the result 
of such a discussion would render an important service to the 
cause of Christianity, except conducted with fairness and 
thoroughness, and this it could not be if " T. R." wrote after 
the style of the above communication. Besides, there would 
require to be common ground in regard to a standard of appeal. 
And, moreover, there must needs be a definition of terms as to 
the doctrine .to be discussed. If, however, Mr. Royston will satisfy 
you, Mr. Editor, on these points, we will, if you deem it advis- 
able, be ready to consider, through your columns, the scrip- 
turalness and reasonableness of the doctrine of Substitution as 
above defined. A. 

** See Appendix, p. tUL 
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The following reply was sent in answer to the above : — 

Manchester, Sept, 9th, 1871, 

TO THE EDITOR OF "FORWARD." 

Bear Sir, — For the insertion of my letter, intended only as 
a preliminary/ reply to " A.," I thank you ; at the same time, I 
have some cause to complain that you omitted the most 
important passages of Scripture, " which were given as illustra- 
tions of the principle laid down," — viz., that almost any absurd 
theory could be proved to be true by the method adopted by 
" A.," if admitted as legitimate — and only inserted two passages 
of little importance by themselves. Now, "this is scarcely 
fair," especially as you appear to have inserted all "A." thought 
proper to say. 

In dealing out justice to others it is always well to bear in 
mind the " golden rule " — " Do unto others as ye would that 
others should [or ought to] do unto you." 
^ As regards " A/s " statement that I practise Substitution by 
having substituted " a discussion of the subject with myself 
for the written or printed proof," and dropped most conveniently 
all mention of the £20," if this be true, which I deny — for 
I had no intention of dropping all mention of the £20 — T am 
sorry for it, and will "return. to" the subject" of the challenge 
at once. 

On this matter, "A." appears, unfortunately, to try to be more 
clever than truthful, when he imputes to me the sinister motives 
he does, and says he " does not think it creditable to me." Allow 
me to inform " A." that I never knew any good ultimately to 
result from Imputation, and the illustration thus afforded by his 
practising it is still further confirmation of the folly of the 
doctrine. I therefore trust that " A." will imbibe a little more 
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of the spirit of charity, which "thinketh no evil," and in future 
practise it. What good has arisen, or can arise, from the im- 
putation of motives 1 May I not with equal, if not greater, 
reason impute certain motives to you, as Editor, for the omission 
of the most important Scripture passages above alluded to ? 
But I refrain, and pais on. 

Now for the challenge of £20, which "A." says I have 
" dropped, most conveniently, all mention of." That this is a 
glaring misrepresentation (I will not say intentional), I think 
anyone who has read my letter must readily see; for what 
could be meant by the words, " I reiterate the challenge for the 
proof of its truth ]" What was here meant by the challenge, if 
not the one offering £201 The definite article the points to 
some particular challenge previously spoken of. This is the 
only challenge previously spoken of, and, therefore, must be 
the one meant. 

" A." appears to arrive at most tAogical conclusions — which 
augurs badly for his proof — ^but, no doubt, quite orthodox in 
character, for orthodoxy and logical inferences I have often 
found to have little or nothing in common, except when logic 
tells in favour of orthodox views ; but when logic is unfavour- 
able to them, so much the worse for the logic, we suppose; as 
the man said when facts were against him, ^' so much the worse 
for the facts." 

In order to meet the views of " A." — shall I say the Kev. 
W. Adamson] — and to avoid being again subjected to the 
insinuation that I have done that which is " scarcely fair," and 
" not creditable," or of " conveniently dropping " anything, I 
am disposed to be as liberal as possible, and will offer him the 
choice of three courses, as follows : — 

1. He can either adopt his *• Challenge Accepted" — in 
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August number of Forward — as his proof of the doctrine, and 
of his acceptance of the "logical conclusion to which it 
leads;" 
Or, 

2. He can have the Irishman's privilege of speaking twice, 
by re-writing, or adding to his " Challenge Accepted " {if he 
consider this his proof) ; 

Or, 

3. He can (if he prefer) "discuss the doctrine," either by 
private correspondence, or through the medium of Forward 
or any other publication. 

In case " A " decide to adopt either of the two first courses, 
by producing what he considers a scriptural and logical proof 
of the doctrine of real Substitution, and also " accept and 
teach the legitimate and logical conclusion to which it leads," 
as he has already promised in accordance with the " Challenge," 
I propose that the judges appointed to decide whether his proof 
meet the requirements of the " Challenge *' shall be six gentle- 
men by profession logicians — i.e,, teachers of, or writers on, 
logic, of acknowledged ability and authority, and also divines 
as well, if " A." desire it. Three to be nominated by me and 
three by himsel£ I propose logicians, on the principle that a 
logician is the best calculated to judge of what is logical and 
what is not, just as I would choose a practical farmer or miller 
to be a judge of wheat, a currier to judge of leather, a black- 
smith of iron, and so on ; for it is but reasonable to sup 
pose that every man should be proficient in the calling he 
follows. 

Who would think of choosing a tailor to judge of the merits 
of Australian clippers or men of war — a shoemaker to judge 
of the qualities of racehorses — a clergyman to decide a dispute 
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about the merits of certain steam-engines — or a costermonger 
as examiner and inspector of schools % 

I object to divines only acting as judges, as divines are not 
necessarily logicians, and would most likely decide that those 
views most in accordance with their own were the true views ; 
but it is not so with logicians, for they have certain and definite 
rules to guide them, and when once the premises are plainly 
laid down they will all, without exception, arrive at or accept 
the same conclusion. Here, then, we have unanimity as well as 
certainty, combined with impartiality, instead of division, un- 
certainty, and prejudice, and the only eflfectual and certain 
means that I know of for deciding, or helping us to arrive at 
a correct verdict as to what is consistent and what is iwconsistent, 
for TRUTH is and must always be consistent, and that which 
is not is not TRUTH. 

Will '* A." agree to this proposal 1 If not, will he give me & 
sound reason for rejecting it, and propose a more satisfactory 
method of arriving at a just and impartial verdict 1 He knows, 
or ought to know, that Scripture alone, without the aid of 
reason,** is not sufficient to decide many points in dispute 
(nor in all cases with the aid of reason) ; for if it were sufficient 
there would be no difference of opinions, at least on such an 
important matter as the Atonement, any more than men differ^ 
about the multiplication table, or about the truth of the axioms 
that parallel lines never meet — that a straight line is the 
shortest distance between two points — ^that if equals be taken 
from unequals the remainders are unequals — or that the sides 
of an equilateral triangle are equal to each other. 

The third course it seems scarcely likely " A." will accept, 
for he says he does ^' not think that the result of such a discus- 
sion would render an important service to the cause of Christi- 

^* See Appendix, p. viii 
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anity, except conducted with fairness and thoroughness, and this 
it could not be if ' T. R.' wrote after the style of the above com- 
munication." If by Christianity " A.'* means orthodoxy, I quite 
agree with him, and will go farther and say it would be un- 
favourable to orthodoxy, however fairly conducted. But why 
not be conducted fairly 1 Leave out personalities, and keep to 
the subject, and there need be no unfairness. I am not aware 
that I have said anything unfair, and certainly had no inten- 
tion of doing so. Perhaps " A." will point out what he refers 
to by this remark. 

As to definition of terms, I shall adopt the proper and 
natural meaning of the words Substitution and Substitute, as 
defined by two eminent orthodox divines — the Rev. A. A. Hodge, 
D.D., and the Rev. Albert Barnes, D.D., as follows : — 

SUBSTITUTIOX.— " The idea is, that the person substi- 
tuted is to do or suffer the SAME thing which the person for 
whom he is substituted would have done." — Rev. A. Babnes, 
D.D. 

" A substitute is not a different man in a different place, but 
a different man in the SAME place." — Rev. A. A. Hodge, D.D. 

The above definitions are indisputably correct ; and I thank 
these gentlemen, as orthodox divines^ for defining them so 
plainly and accurately. They describe correctly that man and 
his act who goes into the army as a soldier " in the room and 
stead of" another who has been enrolled by conscription — a 
case frequently used by orthodox preachers to illustrate the 
doctrine. 

The idea is also the same as that conveyed by the words used 
by " A." when he says, " Jesus Christ stood in the room and 
stead of men ; so that he did what they ought to have done, arid 
suffered WHAT they ought to have suffered." 
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So that the teaching of " A." and of orthodoxy generally is 
exactly as I have represented it elsewhere,* which, for the 
benefit of others, I quote here : — 

" 1. That Christ bears, or has borne, the full penalty [or 
what is] due to the sinner, in the stead of the sinner, if he only 
believes.+ 

" 2. That this full penalty due to the sinner [or, in the 
language of "A.," WHAT he ought to suflFer] is everlasting 
punishment, or, in other words, eternal life in torments, and 
banishment from the presence of God," 

" A." further supports this idea when he says, " There is no 
fiction about the work of Christ. It was real and substitu- 
tionary. This is the position we occupy," &c. He also says 
he " does not belong to ' those gentlemen ' referred to by Dean 
Alford ; " thus conveying the idea that he will " stick to " what 
he says. Nous verrons. But he has already given — in his second 
letter — some indication of wavering and drifting from the posi- 
tion he first took into that of " those gentlemen." However, as 
this is not written to discuss the doctrine, but chiefly as a reply 
to " A.'s " statement about the course 1 have taken with regard 
to the "challenge,'' and a definition of terms, &c., I do not 
consider myself boimd at present to point out where this shifting 
from the position he took in the first letter is indicated. Yet I 
wish him to imderstand that equivocation cannot be allowed in 
order to evade the logical sequence of Substitution. 

My challenge is directed against the doctrine of pure and 
simple Substitution as explained above by Drs. Hodge and 

* In pamphlet entitled ''Substitution: is it Scriptural and Reasonable ? " &c. 
iiondon : G. J. Stephenson and F. Htman. 

t This is the Arminian teaching— the Calvinist holds that he bore the penally 
independently of the condition of believing : faith being a result, and not a cause. 
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Barnes in their own orthodox way ; and it is not permissible 
for " A." to run away from his statement that Christ suffered 
" WHAT the sinner ought to have suffered," by putting a dif- 
ferent meaning on the word Substitute from the natural one — 
the one given above and universally accepted as the true one. 
Nor can he put a double meaning on the word, sometimes using 
one and sometimes the other, when speaking of the same sub- 
ject. Truth does not need the playing fast and loose in this 
manner, hut fcUsekood does. 

He will, by doing so, set up another doctrine in the "room 
and place '* of "true and proper Substitution," as I have seen 
others do, and which may be appropriately called SuhstUiUum 
Substituted. Therefore, I distinctly inform him that my chal- 
lenge excludes all such equivocation, and is put forth against 
"the true idea of Substitution" as already described, and which 
is commonly taught in orthodox churches and in creeds, and 
not against the mongrel doctrine of Svbstitution Substituted, 
which is only resorted to, as a rule, as a harbour of refuge by 
those who see "the true idea" to be untenable, or when the 
theological sky looks threatening, or a storm arises which is 
likely to endanger the craft. 

Now, a resort to any such subterfuge as this appears to me 
" not creditable " to, but disingenuous in, any man who is in 
search of truth, or who thinks he has it already. Such, how- 
ever, is the thoughtless and imreasonable teaching of orthodoxy, 
or " language has no meaning ;" and I again offer " A.** £20 if 
he can produce a scriptural and logical proof of the truth of 
the orthodox doctrine of Atonement according to the terms of 
the " challenge," and subject to the decision of the judges. By 
doing so, he will show that he does not belong to " those gen- 
tlemen" whom Dean Alford described as saying things which 
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they " daren't stick to," and also " render a mogt important 
service to the cause of Christian truth at the present day." 

I trust the challenge is now plain enough to satisfy " A.," 
and think he will not have a shadow of reason or excuse for 
hinting that **T. R." has "dropped, most conveniently, all 
mention of the £20." 

In your note to my letter you say — "We leave ' T. R.* in the 
hands of * A.* " But if you carry out this intention, and also 
decline to insert this letter in ForuHxrd, and " A." continue to 
hide himself under the letter " A.," I shall be left without the 
means of conmiunicating with him, and he may then take the 
opportunity of " most conveniently " creeping out of the contro- 
veAy upon which he has voluntarily entered, and shirking the 
responsibility attending his " CHALLENGE ACCEPTED." 

I shall then feel inclined to say, "This is scarcely fair." 
Therefore, I propose that "A." give me his full and proper 
address, as I have done, so that I may communicate with him 
direct ; or that you publish this letter, in full, without any 
omission whatever, so that no injustice may be done. — I am, 
dear sir, yours truly, T. R ^n. 



The following reply appeared on the cover of Fortmrd under 
the head of " To our contributors and others," October, 1871 ; 
No. 55 :— 

T. R., Manchester. — Letter received, but we have not in 
serted it because it is taken up with preliminary matters, in 
which, to a large extent, our readers are not interested. If we 
had inserted it, "A." would have claimed the right to reply, and 
there would have been no satisfactory end of the matter. We 
inserted your last as a matter of grace, and you have no grounds 
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of complaint because we kept out some of your references to 
Scripture which did not bear on the subject If you desire to 
impress people with your good faith in regard to the £20, you 
should have named the judges at the first, and let the written 
proof of the doctrine be sent to them direct. If our pages were 
less taxed, we will be willing to insert a few letters on the doc- 
trine of Substitution, if "A." and "T. R/' see meet to forward 
them. But, in doing so, we reserve to ourselves the right to 
judge as to whether the letters are relevant or not. Please send 
your address if you desire the letter returned. 



REPLY TO ABOVE. 

Manchester, Oct. 2, 1871. 

TO THE EDITOR OP "FORWARD." 

Bear Sir, — In your answers to correspondents in this month's 

Forward, you say — " T. R. Letter received, but have not 

inserted it because it is taken up with preliminary matters," &c. 
To this I reply: "A.'s" letter in September No. oi Forward was 
also "taken up with preliminary matters," and besides, he 
misrepresented me ; yet you inserted this without any remark. 
But because my letter contained "preliminary matters" in reply 
to his " preliminary matters," my letter is refused insertion ! 
This seems to me rather one-sided justice, and "is scarcely fair." 
In all fairness, I think, if " A." is allowed to speak tioice through 
Fwwardy the same privilege should be accorded to me — t.c., to 
speak twice also. You may then justly decline to insert further 
correspondence on the subject, and request both of us to adopt 
some other medium — which I am willing to do, I think, there- 
fore, your statement that if you "had inserted it ^A.' would 
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have claimed the right to reply** is not well-founded. But if it 
were so, this would not justify " A.** in deliberately breaking the 
promise he made — ^in his ** Challenge Accepted" — ^to prove the 
doctrine to be true, and in which he says " he will also accept 
and teach the legitimate and logical conclusion to which it 
leads." 

If he wishes to be considered an honourable man, he will 
either fulfil his engagement, or candidly admit his inability to 
do so. Forward is not necessary for this purposa He can com- 
municate direct with me and state which of the four courses open 
to him he will take — i.e., adopt the " Challenge Accepted " as 
proof, &C. — ^re-write it-— discuss the subject — or frankly admit 
he cannot prove it, t&c*, and arrangements may be made accord* 
ingly. 

If you still decline to insert my letter, perhaps you will 
oblige me by letting " A." read it, shmdd he not have done so 
already — ^previous to returning it — and request him to let me 
know if he intends to keep his word or not. 

For the information of all concerned, and to make my position 
clear with regard to orthodoxy and the " Challenge," permit me 
to say a few words on the matter. 

Orthodoxy teaches that " Christ died for us," meaning thereby 
" instead of its ;" that " Jesus Christ is our true and proper 
substitute ;" that " he stood in the room and stead, or place of 
men;" that he also " endured," or " suffered what they ought 
to have suffered " — i.e., " the penalty due to the sinner." 

That this is " the pith and the marrow of the GospeL" 

That "simply believing" the above doctrine, tkc., saves a 
man, but that a disbelief in it will consign a man to " perdi- 
tion," or, " endless misery " ! ! 

Now, I distinctly deny the truth of the above, and "reiterate" 
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the "Challenge" for a scriptural and logical proof of the doc- 
trine — which "A." formally "accepted," — with the following 
additions, viz., that the judges appointed to adjudicate on the 
matter shall be six professors of, or writers on, logic, of acknow- 
ledged ability and authority : three to be chosen by "A." and 
three by me — all entirely strangers to us both. 

In reference to the judges, you remark that if I " desire to 
impress people with my good faith in regard to the £20, I 
should have named the judges at first." 

But "A." made no allusion whatever to the judges in his^r«< 
letter; and that this is now laid hold of as a reason (?) for dropping 
the matter appears to me to be an afterthought, and an excuse 
to evade the fulfilment of, or responsibility necessarily attached 
to, the " Challenge Accepted." 

Your statement that, "if your pages were less taxed you 
should be willing to insert a few letters on the doctrine of Sub- 
stitution," appears to me quite an inadequate reason for not 
inserting them; for, in a matter of this kind, I believe that 
** where there's a will there's a way;" and if this doctrine is 
" the pith and marrow of the Gospel," it is the most importaivt, 
and therefore should take precedence of every other; but in 
Forward of this month I find subjects of much less import- 
ance inserted — e.g., " Election," &c., a tale, and an anecdote ; 
the latter of which I have good reason to believe has not the 
merit of being true. 

As to my address, I beg to inform you that it was forwarded 
in full, with, and attached to, my first letter, but have now 
enclosed it again ; also an envelope, stamped, and properly 
addressed* for "A.," and shall be glad if you will kindly let 

* This envelope was not used for the purpose for which it was sent. 
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him have it, and also request him to inform me in what way, 
and when, he intends to fulfil the promise contained in his 
" Challenge Accepted;" or, if he decline to keep his word, to give 
his reason for so doing. Excuse me thus troubling you, but, 
not having "A.'s" address, I have no other means of communi- 
cating with him. — I am, dear sir, yours trtdy, T. R n. 



- In reply to the above there appeared on the cover of Forward 
of the following month (No. 56), under the head " To our Con- 
tributors and others," the following: — "T. R. — Will be attended 
to soon. Owing to circumstances, have not as yet been able to 
carry out what is suggested." 

"Having waited a month on the strength of this promise, and 
finding that " soon " and month were not synonymous terms 
according to Forwardls vocabulary, as the former indicated a 
much longer period than the latter, the following letter wag 
sent to the Editor : — 

Manchester, Dec. 6th, 1871. 

TO THE EDITOR OP "FORWARD." 

Bear Sir, — In the November number of Forward^ under the 
heading "To our Contributors and others," I find the following: 
" T. R. Will be attended to soon. Owing to circumstances, 
have not as yet been able to carry out what is suggested." 

Relying upon the good faith of the writer of above, that the 
correspondence respecting Substitution would be " attended to 
soon," I have waited patiently for the December issue of 
Forward^ but on examining it, not a word do I find in reference 
to the matter. I should therefore be glad to know what time 
I am to understand by the term " soon," for I presume the 
promise to produce a scriptural and logical proof of the truth 



86 "FORWARD" VERSUS "T. R." 

of the doctrine, and to " accept and teach the logical and 
legitimate conclusion to which it leads," will be faithfully kept. 

" A." may take any reasonable time in order to ** carry out 
what is suggested," but I hope he will not unnecessarily 
prolong the time. 

It seems somewhat strange that, after the lapse of 1800 
years, time should still be required for the production of a 
proof of its truth, more particularly when we bear in mind the 
fact that we are seriously told it is plainly taught in Scripture, 
and that it is in "accordance toith reason," and " appeals to our 
reason," and that we cannot be saved without we believe' it, for, 
say they, we are told that "he that believeth not shall be 
damned.*' 

My own opinion is that no man is justified in teaching this 
(or any) doctrine to be a sine qua non, unless he has clear and 
indisputable proof of its truth, and also the same authority for 
saying so, because, being fallible, it is quite possible he may be 
wrong. 

Trusting to be informed really " soon "of the result of the 
" plan suggested " — I am, dear sir, yours truly, 

T. R ^N. 



In Forward oi J Bxma.ry, 1872 — ^under the heading "To our 
Contributors and others," on cover — the following notice of the 
above appeared : — " T. R. — Sorry we have, through personal 
causes, been unable to attend sooner to your demands. Hope 
to do so soon." Having waited upwards of two months, and 
there being no indication of the promise being fulfilled at the 
expiration of the time indicated by "soon," the following 
reminder was sent — 
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Manchester, March 13th, 1872. 

TO THE EDITOR OF ** FORWARD.** 

Bear Sir, — Notwithstanding the confident manner in which 
the promise was made in August number of Forward [1871] to 
prove the doctrine of Substitution to be true, and to " accept 
the logical conclusion to which it leads ;** and also the renewed 
promise in November and January numbers to " attend to the 
matter soorif* it still remains unfulfilled, I shall therefore be 
glad if you will inform me if the writer of the " Challenge 
'Accepted" intends to fulfil, or at least to try to fulfil, his 
engagement, or whether he has " dropped, most conveniently, 
all*' intention of keeping his word. A definite reply will 
oblige, dear sir, yours truly, T. R ^n. 



No reply whatever being given to the above, in any form, 
up to February 10th, 1873, the following letter was sent to the 
editor of Forward magazine : — 

Manchester, Feb. 10th, 1873. 

To the Rev. Wm. A ^n, Edinburgh. 

Bear Sir, — In the August number of Forward, 1871, there 
appeared an article headed " A Challenge Accepted — Substitu- 
tion,** which professed to be an answer to a challenge I had 
offered " to all the churches ** for a proof of the truth of the 
doctrine of Substitution, and in which the writer not only 
undertook to produce a proof that it is " scriptural and 
reasonable,** but also to " accept and teach the legitimate and 
logical conclusion to which it leads;** but he very abruptly 
stopped without either producing the proof or accepting and 
teaching the conclusion to which it leads. 



»» 
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This appears to me rather disingenuous conduct. 

Can you approve of it ? 

Upon inquiring the reason, a reply appeared on the cover of 
Forward, for November, saying it "would be attended to soon; 
circumstances having prevented you carrying out what was 
suggested." 

Having waited for December number, and no further notice 
appearing, I wrote again to remind you, and the following 
month (January, 1872) there appeared on the cover of Forward 
the following reply : — " T.R. — Sorry we have, throiigh personal 
causes, been unable to attend to your demands. Hope to do so 
soon." 

After waiting two months, and no further notice being taken 
of the matter, I wrote again (March 13th, 1872), but up to 
present time (February 10th, 1873) no reply whatever has been 
received, either through the magazine or by letter, although T 
had previously sent an envelope, stamped and addressed for the 
purpose, in case there should be any objection to reply through 
the magazine. 

It is now more than twelve months since any acknow- 
ledgment appeared of your obligation to fulfil the promise 
made, and as editor of the magazine I consider you responsible 
for — though you mai/ not be the actual writer of — ^what ap- 
peared in Forward, 

I therefore now address you personally by name, and most 
respectfully request that, as a gentleman, you will reply to this, 
and give me a definite answer as to whether it is intended to 
fulfil the promise so prominently made in Forward of August, 
1871, and confirmed and renewed on covers oi Forward, Novem- 
ber, 1871, and January, 1872. 

I ask this in the interest of truth, and for no personal ad van- 
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tage whatever, as it will be^ rather the contrary, for it involves 
time and money on my part, without the prospect of any 
adequate return. Besides, the position I take, being unpopular, 
may, as it has often done before, result in further social as 
well as pecuniary loss, and public displeasure. 

However, as numbers are no test of truth, no amount of un- 
popularity or denunciation will deter me from inquiring " What 
is truth ]" And no appeal to any authority can be allowed to 
stand in the place of reason and sound argument, unless that 
authority can first be indisputably proved to be both infallible 
and unequivocally clear and definite in its teachings. 

I shall wait a reasonable time for a reply either in fulfilment 
of promise, or as an apology or explanation for not doing so, 
which shall be published verbatim, with the previous correspon- 
dence, as I am a firm believer that Truth fears not, and will 
not shirk the most searching investigation ; but falsehood and 
error, on the contrary, resort to all kinds of excuses for the 
purpose of evading it. — I am, dear sir, yours respectfully, 

T. K N. 



In Forward of the following month (March, 1873) there 
appeared, under the heading " To our Contributors and others," 
a reply as below : — 

T. K. — You have misapprehended the import of the notices 
which appeared on the cover of Forward. We never for one 
moment thought that our correspondent " A." was under any 
obligation to discuss the doctrine of Substitution with you ; 
your challenge did not state that such a condition was neces- 
sary to securing the £20. He therefore determined to have 
nothing further to do with you in the matter ; and his deter- 
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mination was made known by our silence. When you again 
issue a challenge, it would save trouble if you would state what 
you want, and not, as in this case, something different. If you 
publish the correspondence, which we hope you will, as a matter 
of honesty you should publish all that "A." has written, along 
with the letters. 



The following letter was sent in reply to above : — 

Manchester, March 24, 1873. 

Dear Sir, — In your reply to mine of 10th ult., you say I have 
" misapprehended the import of the notices which appeared on 
the cover of Forward,^' and intimate that I have considered 
**A." to be "under an obligation to discuss the doctrine of 
Substitution." This surprises me, for where you can have got 
the idea from that I held "A." under any ^^ obligation to 
discuss the doctrine," I cannot tell. I am not aware that I 
have given the slightest intimation of such a thing. Can you 
tell me where and when I said so 1 On referring to the corres- 
pondence, I find that, in order to bring Ihe matter to a crisis, 
and to show that I wished to take no advantage of "A.,** I 
offered him the choice of three courses. 

1. That he could "adopt his * Challenge Accepted' as his 
proof." 

2. That he may have the " privilege of re-writing or adding 
to his 'Challenge Accepted.'*' 

3. That he may— ^/ he prefer — "disduss the doctrine by 
private correspondence, or through the medium of For- 
ward ^ &c." 

As the allusion here to discussion is made optional on his 
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part, I fail to see how it can be said that he was held by me 
" under any obligation to discuss the doctrine." To give " A." 
the choice of doing a certain thing surely cannot be to hold 
him " under any obligation " to do that thing, for the two ideas 
are quite antagonistic to each other. It is therefore evident 
that "i/ou have misapprehended" what / said, and, conse- 
quently, misrepresent me. 

What, however, I do hold him under an " obligation " to do, 
is to " fulfil his engagement, or candidly admit his inability to 
do so," " if he wishes to be considered " an honourable man." 
This is my position now, and has been so from the first, and I 
have not the slightest desh'e to depart from it, and think that 
when a gentleman — ^much more one assuming to be a Christian — 
makes an engagement or promise, he is bound, as an honourable 
and truthful man, to fulfil it, or make an ample apology for not 
doing so ; but ** A." has done neither at present. 

" Silence " certainly cannot be considered either as an 
apology, or as fulfilment of an engagement ; for if it were to be 
so regarded, apologies would be easily made, and engagements 
would never be broken — as they too often are — and an advan- 
tage would be given to the unscrupulous and faithless over the 
honest and faithful. 

Then, as to "The Challenge " stating wJiat I want, I think this 
is so clear, that there is no room for two opinions about it. It 
is " a written or printed proof that the doctrine of Substitution 
— i.e, the orthodox (?) Atonement — is Scriptural and Reason- 
able, &c." 

You will see, I hope, that it is a proof that is wanted, not a 
discussion, and it does not place the intelligence of "A." in a 
favourable light, if he understood " The Challenge " to be for a 
discussion instead of a proof — totally different things. 
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Anxious to know — according to your judgment — whether, 
when a gentleman advertises " A CHALLENGE ACCEPTED " 
and promises that it " will be attended to soon," he acts 
honourably, and faithfully fulfils his promise, by future in- 
action and "«7e7iC6"1 — I am, dear sir, yours truly, T. R N. 

To Rev. W. A n, Edinburgh. 



In reply to above the following appeared in Forward of April 
(1873) under the same heading as before : — 

" T. R. M. — Our last answer is all we have got to say regard- 
ing the past. K * T. R.* will re-read his letter, which appeared 
in the 54th number of this magazine, he will there learn that 
he did hold that * A.* was under obligation to discuss the 
doctrine of Atonement with him. For ourselves, we would be 
glad to have the doctrine of Substitution discussed ; but before 
this can be done with profit, a general proposition must be 
agreed upon, and, secondly, it must be known whether both 
parties acknowledge the authority of the Bible. If ^ T. R.* will 
form the one, and satisfy us regarding the other, perhaps he 
may get what he wants — a discussion with *A.' on the doctrine." 



The following letter was sent in reply : — 

Manchester, April 15th, 1873. 

Dear Sir, — In your notice of my letter of the 24th ult. you 
say, " If * T.R.* will re-read his letter, which appeared in the 
54th number of this magazine, he will there learn that he did 
hold ' A.' was under obligation to discuss the doctrine of Sub- 
stitution with him." I wish you had quoted the words in 
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which you think you see such " obligation " to be stated, as 
I have carefully re-read the letter, and cannot find any such 
statement. 

To me it conveys the idea of being optional on his part, 
as I intended it should be ; for after asking ' A.* if he accepts 
the doctrine of Substitution as a "reality," as I maintain it 
must be, if true, I find the following words : " Now, if ' A.' will 
accept the doctrine as a veritable reality, and not as a fiction 
or theory to be onli/ believed, we shall then both be standing 
on common ground, and I shall be happy to exchange ideas, 
and discuss the matter with him as briefly as possible, &c." 
(p. 16). 

In this I see no obligation put upon *' A." whatever ; for the 
words "^" and "I shall be happy to exchange ideas and 
discuss the matter with him," leave the matter — ^to my mind — 
entirely optional on his part; and if I had said I held him 
under an obligation to discuss the doctrine, he might have 
fairly declined, as this was not in the challenge which he 
accepted. 

Again, so far from having held him under an " obligation to 
discuss" the doctrine, as you say, and at the same time 
"dropped, most conveniently, all mention of the £20," as "A." 
says, if you will re-read the letter, you will find the words, " I 
reiterate the challenge for proof of its truth," and farther on say, 
"I intend to persist in the demand for such proof." This 
should be sufficient to show anyone, I think, that it was the 
proof I held him under ^^ obligation^* for. Discussion being 
optional, I do not know how the words can be twisted or 
strained to mean that discussion was obligatory. Anyhow this 
was not intended, and does not release " A." from the promise 
necessarily contained in his " Challenge Accepted." And wh.^ 
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discussion shoiild be seized upon as a topic to write about 
instead of directly replying to my inquiry why " A." has not 
kept his promise to produce a plain proof of the truth of the 
doctrine, I cannot understand, except by supposing it is for the 
purpose of evading the answer to my question respecting the 
proof, by diverting attention to something else — a method which, 
I am sorry to say, is too commonly adopted by those who, 
inadvertently or otherwise, are placed in a difficulty or pushed 
into a comer ; but such a course I always regard as an evident 
sign of weakness. 

If "A." does not keep his promise or make an ample apology 
for so misleading his readers, I shall be forced to the conclusion 
that he acts dishonourably, for having discovered his inability 
to fulfil his engagement he has not the candour to acknowledge 
it : a most unmanly position in my opinion for a professed 
lover of the truth, and one which I cannot envy him. — I am, 
dear sir, yours truly, T. R N. 

To Rev. W. A ^n, Edinburgh. 



A notice of this letter appeared in Forward of May, under 
same heading as before, of which a copy is given below : — 

" J. R. — ^Wel^ave said all we intend to say on the matter, and 
regret that you did not understand our position sooner. With- 
out a thesis there can be no discussion and no treatment of 
the subject." 

Manchester, May 17th, 1873. 

The Rev. W. A n. 

Dear Sir, — In Forward of this month there is a notice to 
" J. R. " — I presume this is a printer's error for T. R. — in 
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-which. you say, "We have said all we intend to say on the 
matter/' &c., and carefully avoid all mention of " A.'s " promise 
to prove the truth of the doctrine disputed. Several times have 
I put the question respecting " A.'s " obligation to fulfil his 
promise, but it has been studiously evaded, and an attempt 
made to divert my attention from it by giving a reply as though 
I had asked about a discussion. This, to my mind, is anything 
but fair and straightforward, and appears as if "A.*' cannot 
perform his promise, and does not wish anything more to be 
said about it, but desires the matter to be quietly and " conve- 
nienMy dropped" However, if I am wrong, " A." has the means, 
I presume, as well as the opportunity offered him, of correcting 
me. Such, at any rate, is the light in which I view it. 
Readers of this correspondence can form their own opinion of 
the matter, and of the course adopted by " A." 

As to discussion, which has been so much alluded to — as "A." 
does not seem able to fulfil his engagement, in consequence, I 
presume, of (to use an old saying) inadvertently " reckoning his 
chickens before they were hatched;'* and this, I think, is a 
charitable view to take, for I do not accuse him of making the 
promise with the intention of breaking it, far from it, — I am 
willing to discuss the subject with him, and pay half the expense 
of publishing it, on condition that *' A." agrees to pay the 
other half. 

And as to thesis, he can take for a general proposition the 
substance of what he himself has laid down in the first twenty 
lines of his " CHALLENGE ACCEPTED." I do this in order 
to show him that I am willing to abide by what I have already 
said on the matter, until such evidence is produced that will 
convince me I am wrong, and being open to conviction — not 
pledged or committed to any partiovA^ «k^«a^Qx>iX^'&^x^>^^'»;:^vsv% 
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only to know the truth — would then renounce my present 
position. 

But for the present I have sufficient faith to believe that I 
am perfectly right in opposing the doctrine ; and this must be 
clearly manifest to all by the course I have already taken. 

If "A." has sufficient faith in the position he holds, let him 
show it by his works, for " faith without works is dead, being 
alone." 

It has often occurred to me that many people have not the 
faith in the doctrines they hold which they would have us 
believe. Take, for instance, the present Archbishop of Canter- 
bury, who, some time ago, expressed a fear that the few Hindoos 
who are now in this country for the purpose of being educated 
may convert us instead of our converting them. 

Then note the dread so many people have of the separation 
of what is termed religious — ^but more properly theological — 
education from secular. 

They seem to think that if their peculiar dogmas are not 
infused into the minds of the children along with reading, 
writing, arithmetic, history, music, &c. (for the purpose of 
making them go down the easier, I suppose), the dose would 
be too nauseous to swallow alone. 

To have to administer their dogmas in this way is very like 
giving to children the powder with the jam, or the brimstone 
in the treacle, and says little for the attractiveness, the 
influence, or the power of the doctrines administered, or the 
faith of those who administer them. In fact, it seems to indi- 
cate that if these dogmas are not got into the mind surrepti- 
tiously they will not be got there at aU. This arises, no doubt, 
from the fact that the dogmas are so generally repugnant to 
reason, that it is necessary to instil them into the mluda of the 
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young he/orereason is developed, for the conduct of many evidently 
shows that they have little faith in them being received (ifter. 

None are more alive to the importance of this than the 
Roman Catholic Priests ; hence their indefatigable zeal in trying 
to secure the control of the minds of the children whilst young, 
knowing that their very existence as a church depends upon 
this." 

I am sorry to see so many Protestants following their example 
in this respect, as it equally indicates, in my opinion, a want of 
faith on their part, and demonstrates the fact that they do not 
2 — with all their profession— rea//y believe that " the word of 
God is quick and powerful, and sharper than any two-edged 
sword," and that the teachings of their doctrines are " mighty 
through God to the pulling down of strongholds, casting down 
imaginations, and every high thing that exalteth itself against 
the knowledge of God, and bringing into captivity every thought 
to the obedience of Christ." (2 Cor. x., 4, 5.) If they really 
believed this they would not be afraid of their system coming 
into fair and open collision with any opposite system not of 
God. Should you, as previously stated, have nothing further 
to say, I shall leave the matter for those who may read this 
correspondence to form their own opinion. — I am, dear sir, 
yours truly, T. R n. 

This ends our correspondence with Forward. Our readers 
must think for themselves, and judge whether " A." has fulfilled 
his promise put forth in his " Challenge Accepted," and given 
sufficient evidence to show that he has, or can prove that Christ 
suffered WHAT the sinner ought to do, according to orthodox 
teaching. 
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A Substitute is not a different man in a different place, but 
a different man in the same place." — Bev, A. A. Hodge^ D.D.^ 
" The Atonement " (p. 156). 

" We at once admit that the sufferings of Christ must have 
been limited by the inferior nature ; and that therefore the 
principle of intensity, or equality of physical amount, could not 
apply." — Rev. J, Gilbert^ ^^ The AtonemenV^ (p. 334). 

" It will be admitted, by those who believe in the necessity 
of an atonement, that eternal death was the penalty of the law. 
. . , . Assuming that the penalty of the law is eternal 
death, then it is plain, as a matter of simple fact, that the 
penalty was not endured in making the atonement." — A, BameSy 
D,D., '' The Atonement'' (pp. 236-7). 

" The penalty can never be separated from the offence, nor 
the infliction from the violation of the law. The disease and 
death of sin can only be healed by the cure, the removal of the 
sin itself, in which that disease and death consist." — J, Whitley, 
D,D.y T,G,D.j *^ Atonement and Sacrifice^' (p. 40). 

" God acts, and needs must act, consistently with His own 
attributes." — Rev, J, Crawford, D,D,, ^'The Atonement^* (p. 434). 

" The facts are the same in human governments, and in the 
divine." — Bev. J, Gilbert, ''The Atonement^* (p. 188). 

" That aU truth is one in God and in man is an invincible 
axiom. The man who intelligently denies this is ripe for 
atheism." — A, A, Hodge, D,D,, ''The Atonement'^ (p. 18). 

"Punishment is some suffering, or XiaX.\xr^ esr^^YcScL^^.'^^'^is^ 
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the desert of moral evil upon an accountable and an offending 
being, by a competent authority, and according to a^law pre- 
viously made known." — J, Pye Smith, D.D.y F.E.S,, '^Sacrifice 
and Priesthood of Jesus Christ^* (4th ed., p. 174). 

" In the strict sense of pimishment, it is allowed to be impos- 
sible that it can apply to an innocent person." — Bev. J. Gilbert, 
f^The Atonement" (p. 315). 

"His [Christ's] sufferings were not a punishment." — Hev. 
T. W. Jenkyn, D.I)., ''Extent of the Atonement" (p. 295). 

"It is self-evident that to inflict an unjust punishment is 
itself a crime, no matter how benevolent the motive which 
prompts it, nor how good the effect which follows it. It is no 
less self-evident that it is the justice of the punishment so 
deserved which renders its effect on the community good, and 
not its effect on the community which renders it just." — A. A, 
Bodge, D,D., " The Atonement " (p. 53). 

" Many important benefits have unquestionably resulted to 
the cause of truth and to the interests of believers from the 
sufferings of the apostles and other primitive martyrs, as well 
as from those of their Divine Master." — T, J. Crawford, D.D,, 
'' The Atonement" (p. 23). 

" A person may suffer in consequence of the sin of another, 
when there is nothing pertaining to substitution. 

" Though a family suffer in consequence of the fault of one 
of its members, they do not suffer in his room and for his 
benefit. Their sufferings are not substitutionary, and they are 
not the means of saving him from the consequences of his mis- 
conduct." — Dr. Dewar, ''The Atonement ^^ (p. 213). 
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Manchester, May 10th, 1871. 

Deab Sir, — I have read your pamphlet entitled " A Letter 
to the Rev. J. B. Brown, B.A., &c.," on his paper in the Pulpit 
Anali/sty entitled " The True Idea of Substitution " ; and as I 
purchased this particular number of the Analyst at the time, 
my notion of it was that Mr. Brown (like many others) was 
beginning to have his understanding enlightened as to the 
fallacy of the common idea of Atonement, and so endeavoured 
to put a new construction upon the doctrine, in order to try to 
make it more consistent with reason and justice ; but all such 
attempts as Mr. Brown's will only tend to undermine and 
destroy the dogma instead of supporting it, for it is an admis- 
sion that the previous position of the dogma is untenable. 

You may depend upon it, the more the doctrine is fairly 
examined and discussed the more will its hold on the minds of 
the people be weakened, for that which is contrary to reason 
will not appear more reasonable and just by investigation, but 
otherwise. 

It only requires a man to divest himself of prejudice (if he 
can do so), and thoroughly examine the doctrine by the light 
of reason, and he will not be long in seeing the fallacy of the 
principle of Substitution. But prejudice is a most awkward 
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thing to deal with : it thwarts the reason, blunts the perceptions, 
and prevents the mind from seeing things in any other light 
than that in which it has been trained or accustomed to view 
them. Look at the Roman Catholic, for example. 

Now as to Substitution. Christ was either a real, true, and 
proper Substitute, or he was not. I maintain the latter view, 
both on the ground of Scripture and reason ; but as you seem 
disposed to examine and discuss the matter in a fair spirit — 
" Truth," you say, being your object — I should be glad if you 
would undertake to give me a Scriptural and logical proof that 
Christ was a real and proper Substitute, or, at any rate, make 
the attempt. 

I deny that the principle of Substitution is taught in the 
Bible (any more than Transubstantiation), and I beg to draw 
your attention to the enclosed challenge* (more than 20,000 
copies of which have been distributed), which I am prepared to 
abide by, and ask if you can fairly meet it without equivoca- 
tion 1 Had I SIS many hundreds at my disposal, I would offer 
them on the faith of Substitution being false. 

My object in thus writing to you is to elicit The Truth, if 
possible (which is certainly worth £20), without regard to its 
agreeing or disagreeing with any existing system, being per- 
fectly willing to follow wherever Truth may lead. 

I refrain from saying more until I see what you consider is a 
Scriptural and logical proof of the doctrine in question. 

I have read many works on the subject, but not one ventures 
fairly to meet and answer the question — Was, or is Christ a 
real and proper SubstitzUe for the sinner who believes 1 

Until this is done the doctrine rests upon a very sandy 

* See Note, page 11. 
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foundation ; and if it cannot be done, its fall, sooner or later, is 
certain, for it is useless to make assertions without giving con- 
sistent and reasonable proof. St. Paul tells you to ^^ prove all 
things,*^ 

To my mind there are indications that the doctrine is already 
on the decline : even the " Ilomilist " (generally believed to be 
an orthodox publication), edited by the Rev. David Thomas, D.D., 
has denied its truth.* 

Trusting that I may be favoured with what you may consider 
a Scriptural and Logical proof of the doctrine of Substitution, — 
I remain, dear sir, yours truly, T. E n. 

To J. W n, Esq. 

P.S. — I enclose my card, and hope you will not lose the 
opportunity of trying to convince me that I am in error. 



St. John's Wood, London, June 24th, 1871. 

Dear Sir, — ^I must apologise for not having earlier acknow- 
ledged your favour of May 10th. Since it reached me I have 
been moving about from place to place. 

It is my wish that the doctrine of real and proper Substitution 
should be "fairly and fully discussed;'* but if it is thoroughly 
examined by the light of God's Word it will not, I think, be 
found contrary to reason. 

For "the Scriptural and Logical proof" which you seek, T 
cannot do better than refer you to a learned work lately pub- 
lished by Dr. Crawford, of Edinburgh, entitled " The Doctrine 

* Speaking of Substitution, the writer says : " I denounce it as unsciiptural and 
pernicious. The only efifect of this view is to intensify that selfishness which is the 
guilt and danmatlon of souls."— J7omi2i«t, toL zxyI, p. 26. Simpkin, Marshall^ it Co., 
1870. 
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of Holy Scripture respecting the Atonement " (Blackwood and 
Sons), in which my own views are fully expounded. — ^Yours 

truly, J. W ^N. 

Mr. R n. 



Manchester, June 28th, 1871. 

Dear Sir, — ^I am in receipt of yours of 24th inst., and as you 
express a " wish that the doctrine of real and proper Substitu- 
tion should be fairly examined and discussed," I take the 
liberty of offering a few remarks upon the subject, which 
(although they may not be satisfactory to you) may stimulate 
you to further inquiries into the matter. 

1. I am not aware that Christ himself, who "came to bear 
witness to the truth," ever taught this doctrine, or bore witness 
to the truth of it. He gave, according to Luke, an illustration 
of At-one-ment in the case of a father and disobedient son 
becoming reconciled, or made At-one, in the parable of the 
Prodigal Son, but he entirely omitted all allusion to any substi- 
tute being necessary in order to " endure the penalty due to 
the sinner," or disobedient son, before the father could forgive, 
on the ground that ^^dn must he punishedy^^ as our orthodox 
teachers say. 

Neither does he mention that blood of any kind must be 
shed, much less innocent blood, in order to " pacify" or "appease" 
his wrath and " enable" him to forgive and be reconciled to 
his son. 

Now it appears to me that either Christ was wrong in 
omitting to mention a substitute, or orthodoxy is wrong in 
teaching that a substitute is necessary, 

® See Appendix, p. xiii 
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I cannot believe both to be true ; consequently am inclined 
to think Christ was right and orthodoxy is wrong. Besides, 
Christ's illustration has the advantage of agreeing with both 
reason and experience, whilst the orthodox view is contrary to 
right reason, as I shall show you presently, and also opposed to 
all experience, except so far as heathen nations are concerned, 
who certainly have offered human and other sacrifices, and shed 
innocent blood, in order to **' appease " the wrath of their gods 

2. Suppose, for the sake of argument, that Substitution is 
true, then Orthodoxy is guilty of the grossest inconsistency in 
not carrying out the principle of Substitution in their lives, for 
are we not told that "because he laid down his life for us, we 
ought to lay down our lives FOR the brethren*?" So that, 
according to this, if Christ was a real and proper Substitute for 
lis, we, as Christians, " ought" to become substitutes for our 
weaker or unfortunate brethren, in order to relieve them from 
trouble. * But where are the men who put the theory of Substi- 
tution into practice 1 

Can any judge and jury or court of justice be found who 
would accept such a theory and carry it out 1 Justice, reason, 
and experience, with one unanimous voice, cry No ! Conse- 
quenfly, it appears to me that a theory — however " stupendous 

■ 

a display of wisdom and righteousness" it may appear to some 
— if it cannot be put in practice, is only a sham and a delusion, 
and therefore useless and of no value whatever. 

3. This doctrine clearly ascribes to God and Christ opposite 
dispositions, and, if true, requires us to believe that the First 
person of the Trinity killed the Second person of the Trinity, 
and this to satisfy His justice, and "appease" His wrath; the 



1 gee Appendix, p. xiij. 
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Third person being neutral — ^a passive spectator of the tragedy 
— ^taking no part in the matter ! ! But do not the Second and 
Third persons of the Trinity also require " appeasing," and their 
"justice satisfying?'* or are they more loving and more merciful 
to the sinner than the First person ? If so, what becomes of the 
Unity of God 1 

Is it possible for any one being to assume two such opposite 
characters at the same time, even if we leave out the Third 
person, who is neither executioner nor sufferer? To cry 
"Mystery !" will avail nothing, for this plea would equally serve 
the purpose of the Roman Catholic, in reply to those who object 
to the dogma of Transubstantiation as being contrary to reason.* 

4. According to the rules of Logic, or right reasoning, the 
doctrine of Substitution is clearly unreasonable, as will be plainly 
seen when put in the form of a syllogism, which is the logical 
form of every argument. Thus : — 

Premises, — 1. " Christ bore," or " endured, the fuU penalty due 

to the sinner in his room and stead." 

2. The " full penalty due to the sinner is everlasting 
ptmishment " (or " endless misery "). 

Conclusion, — 3. Therefore Christ endured everlasting punish- 
ment (or " endless misery").' 

Now it is an axiom of Logic that " when both premises are 
admitted to be true, it is impossible to deny the truth of the 
conclusion." But in this doctrine of Substitution, this funda- 
mental rule of Logic is violated, for though substitutionists 
admit and contend for the truth of the premises, yet they deny 
the truth of the conclusion, and, in doing so, they are acting in 



* See Appendix, p. ziii. * p. adv. 
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direct opposition to the established rules of Logic, and thus 
prove conclusively that the doctrine is contrary to reason. 

The doctrine being thus clearly illogical and unreasonable, 
must therefore be untrue. In fact, it appears to stand on a 
level with Transubstantiation, as regards its reasonableness, and 
the latter appears to be equally as Scriptural as the former, for it 
is recorded that Christ said, " This is my body," than which no 
words can be plainer ; and yet, I suppose, you reject Transub- 
stantiation on the ground of its unreasonableness. This being 
the case, where is the consistency of rejecting one doctrine 
hecaicse it is unreasonable, and accepting another which is as 
clearly contrary to — and not above — reason 1 

In discussing any matter of this kind, it is extremely neces- 
sary — in order to avoid falling into error — always to bear in 
mind that Truth is always consistent with itself, and that that 
which is not consistent cannot be Truth, 

I have not read Dr. Crawford's work on the Atonement, 
though I have frequently thought of getting it, and should have 
done so but for its high price ; * and the fact that I have 
read so many works on the subject, without meeting with any 
reasonable proof that Substitution is true, but, on the contrary, 
a great number of conflicting statements and opinions, that I 
almost despair of meeting with any satisfactory proof that the 
orthodox doctrine is true. 

Among the works alluded to is Gilbert on Substitution, which 
the Rev. Enoch Mellor, D.D., says is " unanswerable^^ yet he 
does not even touch the main point of the argument at all ! ! 
Also the Rev. A, A, Hodge, D,D., on the " Atonement,^* which the 
Rev.W.H. Goold, D.D., of Edinbiu-gh, characterises as " tlie most 

* Price 128. Published by Blaclcwood and Sons. 
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masterly vindication, as regards learning and argument^ which 
has yet appeared in an^swer to objections ; " but this stops short 
of meeting the objections adduced in this letter. 

The only writer, as far as I know, who has attempted to meet 
the last objection (No. 4.) is Dr. Owen, and this is hvt an 
attempt, unattended with the slightest success.* Now if the 
"most masterly " work written **in reply to objections" does 
not meet the exigencies of the case, I have but small hopes of 
finding any satisfactory vindication of the doctrine in Dr. Craw- 
ford's work. Nevertheless, if you can show me by a quotation 
or two — as you have read the work, and it coincides with your 
" own views " — that Dr. Crawford does really meet the objections 
I have brought forward, I should consider half-a-guinea not 
mis-spent in the purchase of the book ; but if you cannot assure 
me of this, it would scarcely be worth the trouble and expense. 
If it is not too much trouble, I should be glad if you would 
satisfy me on this point. 

Before concluding, I may remind you of a few passages of 
Scripture bearing on the principle of pimishing the innocent 
*^ instead of^* the guilty, &c. 

1. " To punish the just is NOT good." t 

2. "He that justifieth the wicked, and he that condemneth 
thejtist are both an abomination to the Lord.'* J 

3. " Every man shall die for his oirni sin." * 

4. " The son shall not bear the iniquity of the father, neither 
shall the father bear the iniquity of the son. The righteousness 
of the righteous shall be upon him, and the wickedness of the 



* The Rev. J. Wilson also makes an attempt, but with no better success. 
t Prov. xvii., 26. % Prov. xvit, 15. 

* See Appendix, p. xr. 
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wicked shall be upon him. But if the wicked will turn from all 
his sins that he hath committed, and keep all my statutes, and 
do that which is lawful and right, he shall surely live, he shall 
hot die. All his transgressions that he hath committed, they 
shall not be mentioned imto him ; in his righteousness that he 
hath done he shall live." * 

6. " He that doeth righteousness is righteous." t 

6. " God is ready to pardon," &c. % 

But Substitution implies that God is not so ready to pardon, 
for, unlike the Prodigal's father, He requires to be "paid," 
** compensated," or have ^^fuU satisfadion,* before He will 
cancel the debt and pardon p] the sinner, or forgive the debtor ! 

This doctrine, then, instead of exalting God in our esti- 
mation, and exhibiting Him as a just and merciful being and 
a father, degrades Him below the level of man, and makes Him 
appear unjust, exacting, and destitute of parental love, and as 
not possessing even the good qualities we expect to find in a 
human parent. 

In conclusion, I may draw your attention to the fact that 
many ministers are changing their views on this subject, and 
not a few are rejecting it altogether.* 

A Congregational minister in this neighbourhood (the Kev. 

W. K , LL.B.), whom I have heard denounce this dogma 

from the pulpit, has just resigned his position, and preached 
his farewell sermon on Sunday last. Another Congregational 

minister (Rev. M. M e, of Birmingham), lately resigned 

on account of his inability to retain his belief in this and 
other orthodox doctrines, is advertised to preach in this neigh- 
bourhood next Sunday. 

« Ezok. xvlil. 20, 22, 26, 27, &c. t 1 John Hi, 7. 

X Neh. iz., 17. ^ See Appendiic, p. xv. 
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I could name many others who have openly confessed their in- 
ability to continue to believe in it after " thorough examination." 

I have observed an omission of this doctrine in the Rev. A, 

M *s sermons of late, and I put the question to one of the 

deacons of his church, and he had to confess that he could 
not remember him preaching it for nearly two years. Think 
of this ! Now if a man really believes this doctrine to be 
true, and the " pith and the marrow of the Gospel," do you think 
it consistent and right that he should omit to preach it for 
about two years ? 

I believe there are many more silently dropping it than are 
openly rejecting it. Of course, this can be readily accounted for.* 

When we see these things going on around us, no careful 
and thoughtful observer can fail to take notice of them. 

I repeat that I shall be glad to hear from you, and to receive 
a pointed extract or two from Dr. Crawford's book, with any 
remarks of your own, as I am open to conviction on the pro- 
duction of sufficient evidence and sound argument ; but the 
sophistry, of which I see so much written in books on this 
subject, is never likely to produce conviction. 

I am almost afraid that, from the length to which this letter 
is extended, I have trespassed too much upon your time ; but, 
as the subject is an important one, I trust you will excuse me 
for so doing. Hoping to hear from you at your earliest con- 
venience, — I am, dear sir, yours truly, T. R n. 

Xo J. W ^n, Esq., Tunbridge Wells. 



Not receiving any reply to this for some months, the follow- 
ing letter was sent : — 



< See Appendix, p. zt. 
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Manchester, December 4th, 1871. 

Dear Sir, — I wrote to you some time ago respecting your 
pamphlet on the doctrine of Substitution, to which you replied, 
saying that it was your " wish that the doctrine of real and 
proper Substitution should be fairly examined and discussed." 

In reply to this I sent you some objections to the doctrine, 
informing you, at the same time, that I had read many works 
on the subject, but not one of them "fairly meets these 
objections, nor even attempts to meet some of them." 

I also asked you, as you expressed a wish that the doctrine 
should be " fairly examined and discussed," if you could give 
me a Scriptural and Logical proof that Christ was our " true and, 
proper Substitutes^ or furnish me with a pointed extract or two 
from Dr. Crawford's book (or any other writer on the subject), 
as a proof of its truth, I should be glad ; but upwards of five 
months have now elapsed, and no reply has come to hand. 

I therefore take the liberty, in the interest of truth, of 
reminding you of this, and trust you will inform me if you can 
give the proof required to meet the objections, or refer me to 
some writer who really can, if there be such, or even show the 
doctrine to be consistent with itself, with the Unity of God and 
Eternal Punishment, or be good enough to say if I am to 
construe your silence into an admission that these objections 
cannot be met. — ^An early reply will oblige, dear sir, yours 
truly, ' T. R N. 

To J. W n, Esq., Tunbridge Wells. 



Mr. W n's Reply. 

, Tunbridge Wells, Dec. 19th, 1871. 

Dear Sir, — ^Your favour of the 4th did not reach me till 
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last week, having been misdirected. My place of residence is 
as above. 

As you press me to give Scripture proof of Christ's having 
been " our true and proper substitute," I will refer you to His 
own words, recorded Matt, xx., 28 — Mark x., 45, concerning 
the great object of his coming into the world — "give his life 
in the stead of many." 

This is the correct translation of the Greek preposition (anti) 
here used. In 1 Tim. ii., 16 — "Who gave himself a ransom 
for all" — ^the same preposition enters into the composition of 
the word translated ransom {anti lutron), although the preposi- 
tion translated /or is different (uper). 

But this preposition has often the same sense, and might be 
correctly translated "in the stead of." It is so rendered by 
our translators in two passages — 2 Cor. v., 20, and Philemon 13. 

In 1 Peter iii., 18, "Christ once suffered for sins, the just /or 
the unjust." This preposition has — there can be no reasonable 
doubt — the same sense as in Romans v., 7, where Paul speaks 
of "one daring to die for an eminently good man," which surely 
means to die in his steady and it must have the same meaning 
in the verses immediately preceding and following. 

Passages have been produced from the writings of Plato and 
Xenophon, in which, when speaking of dying for (uper) another, 
they clearly mean dying in his stead. But if Christ died in 
our stead, that is saying, in other words, that he died " as our 
true and proper substitute" — his death being strictly vicarious. 

This I believe to be the essence of the gospel message to 
sinners, called the gospel — viz., that all who heartily believe 
the great fact that the Son of God endured " the suffering of 

' See Appendix, p. xv. 
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death"* (Heb. ii., 9) in the room and stead of sinful men, are 
mercifully delivered by God from the penal consequences justly 
due to their sins, and attain eternal life as His free gift. 

The Scriptural evidence of this great truth has been collected 
and arranged in a very luminous and convincing manner by 
Professor Crawford, whose work (" The Doctrine of Holy Scrip- 
ture Respecting the Atonement," published by Blackwood) I 
hope you will procure and read with serious attention, and, may 
I add, with prayer for divine guidance that you may be led into 
the truth on this important subject contained in the Divine 
Word. — I am, dear sir, yours truly, J. W n. 

Mr. T. R n. 



Reply to Mr. W n. 

Manchester, February 28th, 1872. 

Dear Sib, — I duly received yours of 19th December, but as 
you appeared to attach so much importance to Dr. Crawford's 
work on the Atonement, and strongly recommended me to pro- 
cure it, I have delayed replying to yours of above date in order 
to get it and read it, which I have now done. 

You first refer me for proof of the doctrine of Substitution 
to Matt. XX., 28, and Mark x., 45, where the words "give his 
life a ransom for many " occur, which you interpret, as also 
Dr. Crawford, as meaning " instead of " many, and say, " This 
is the correct translation of the Greek preposition (anti) here 
used. 

Now although anti does, among other things, signify instead 
of, and though Dr. Crawford says it is " generally employed to 
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signify Substitution/' it does not necessarilp follow, as a matter 
of oourse, that it mtut have this meaning here, and no other ; 
for the fact is, this preposition, like others, has a variety of 
meanings, and this depends in each case upon the subject 
spoken of and the connection in which it occurs. That is 
to say, its meaning varies accordingly, not being definite, 
t,€,, not fixed, and we must use our judgment to discover it, and 
give it that signification which best accords with reason, for 
that is the only ultimate authority to which we can appeal to 
any good purpose. 

The number of meanings which arUi (am) possesses is given 
by Heinfetter (author of " Rules for Ascertaining the Sense Con- 
veyed in Ancient Greek Manuscripts,'' &c., &c.) as over twenty, 
among which are the following : — " For the sake of, On account 
of, In consideration of, Concerning, By means of. For, With 
respect to," &c., &c. ; and any good Greek Lexicon will give a 
variety of meanings. I think this should be sufficient proof, 
along with Dr. Crawford's own statement, that it is only 
"generally employed to signify Substitution." He does not 
venture to say that it always has, or ought to have, this signifi- 
cation.* Again, you say that "the same preposition enters 
into the composition of the word translated ransom (antilutron)," 
1 Tim., ii., 6, and you appear to think — as does also Dr. Craw- 
ford, who says this removes "any room for doubt on the 
matter " — that, therefore, this connection of anti with lutron is 
conclusive proof that Substitution is here meant. 

This may, no doubt, appear a very plausible argument, and 
quite satisfactory to most persons who do not really think /or 
themselves, but only revolve in their minds the thoughts or 

* See Appendix, p. xvil. 
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ideas of others. But as I never yet met with what is termed 
an "orthodox" believer who was a consistent reasoner upon 
this matter (and this will appear, perhaps, a bold assertion), 
allow me to put the principle to the test, and see if you can 
abide by the legitimate result of the argument adduced by 
Dr. Crawford and yoiurself. 

Unfortunately, I think, you will find that such an argument 
proves too much to be used in favour of the doctrine of Substi- 
tution ; for if the principle here adopted were admitted as true 
and the argument as valid, then, to be consistent, we must 
believe the Pope of Eome to be Christ's "true and proper 
Substitute" upon earth — that he occupies his "room and 
place," and acts " instead of" him, and as his representative — 
for the very same reason given by you and Dr. Crawford in 
proof of Christ being our Substitute, viz., because — according 
to the commonly-received opinion — the Pope is Antichrist (from 
the Greek word Antichristos) ; and as " the same preposition 
[anti] enters into the composition of the word translated " Anti- 
Christ, therefore it must be " sufficiently apparent " — (to quote 
Dr. Crawford's own words ; and " indeed, were there any room 
for doubt as to the proper import of the preposition in the 
present instance, the doubt would be at once removed by its 
connection with the word" Christos, " which indicates that the " 
Pope of Rome is the Substitute of Christ — or occupies the " room 
and place" of Christ — as plainly as the connection of anti 
with lutron " indicates " that Christ is our Substitute. 

Now this appears to me as valid an argument in favour of the 
Pope being Christ's Substitute as the other is of Christ being our 
Substitute, and the Roman Catholics ought to tender their bes*- 
thanks to Dr. Crawford for supplying them with such an admirable 
argument in favour of the Pope being Christ's representative. 
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The two cases, as far as this argument is concerned, are perfectly- 
analogous. Why, then, accept the one and reject the other] 

To the preposition {{nrep) huper, similar remarks will apply. 
See the following passages, for instance, where huper is used, 
and try if you can consistently carry out the idea of Substi- 
tution in them : — 

" Paul a prisoner FOR the Gentiles." (Ephes. iii., 1.) 

" Pray FOR them who despitefuUy use you.'* (Matt, v., 44.) 

"Christ to appear in the presence of God FOR us." 

(Heb. ix., 24.) 

"Propitiation FOR our sins." (1 John ii., 2.) 

"We ought to lay down our lives FOR the brethren." 
(1 John iii., 16.) 

And 80 many other passages. But who will venture to say that 
the Greek preposition, huper {^«p), means " instead of," here 1 

It is the more illiterate and thoitghtless class of persons who rely 
upon, and so commonly refer to FOR, as a proof of the doctrine. 

Dr. Crawford admits that huper {^^p) " does not necessarily 
indicate Substitution." He says " its radical meaning is * over,* 

or 'above.' In a secondary sense, when construed with a 

genitive, and applied to persons, it may signify either ' for the 
benefit of any one,' or ' in the room of any one,* according to 
the connection in which it occurs, or the nature of the subject 
to which it has reference. The question, therefore, comes to be, 
in which of these two senses are we to understand it in the passage 

adduced," for proof of the doctrine ? Is it to be considered 

as " indicating merely that Jesus Christ suffered * for our advan- 
tage,* or, as farther expressing that he suffered 'in our 
stead *1"** (pp. 19,20). 

^^ See Appendix, p. xTii. 
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And yet we find men who ought to know better, frequently 
conveying to their hearers or readers the idea that these prepo- 
sitions always imply the idea of Substitution, by omitting to 
tell them that they have other meanings. 

I have in my possession an anonymous letter, apparently 
written by a Professor of Greek (to me), in which he speaks of 
these prepositions as if they only meant "** instead of," or "in 
the place of/* 

Such conduct appears to me highly reprehensible, as it mis- 
leads those who cannot examine these things for themselves ; 
so that our should-be guides and instructors often deceive 
** instead of" enlighten the people. 

That our translators have translated these prepositions as 
" instead of " in a few places, and FOR in many places, and 
that some divines say FOR must mean " instead of," is no proof 
that this is the correct meaning in these passages, or that it 
was originally intended these prepositions should have this 
meaning by their [original] writers. 

How often do we hear it said from the pulpit that this, that, 
or the other word or phrase is not con'ectly translated, and that 
it should be so-and-so ! 

If all these incorrect translations were to be collected together, 
they would form a curious commentary to the ordinary doctrine 
of Infalfebility. 

Take one instance only, Phil, ii., 10, translated "a^ the name 
of Jesus," but should be, according to some of the best scholars, 
"t» the name of Jesus," a very little word, but a great diflTerence 
in the meaning. Our present version, giving at instead of in^ 
has given rise to a very foolish and superstitious custom in the 
Church of England, where the people how at the name of Jesus, 
but take no notice whatever of the name of God or Jehovah ! ! 
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As to Dr. Crawford making the matter so plain that Ijie 
"wayfaring man, though a fool, shall not err therein,'* and 
fairly meeting the objections to the doctrine — notwithstanding 
his great abilities, which I readily acknowledge — ^he certainly 
does not, and he omits to notice at all several objections. 

As to the objection that the Atonement involves a great 
injustice. Dr. Crawford endeavours (1) to meet this by trying 
to show that Christ suffered " willingly ^^ and (2) that he had 
*' authority to do it," as if this would make it just if true. 

In speaking of the first reason (?) given, it is but fair to 
dispute its accuracy on the ground that Christ prayed three 
times to escape this suffering. How can a person be truly said 
to do a thing " willingly" or voluntarily, and in " fulfilment of 
his earnest desire/* when he actually, " in an agony, prayed " 
three times — "the third time" ''more earnestly*^ — to be deli- 
vered from the cruel fate awaiting him 1** 

As to the second reason (1) — ^no matter whether Christ's 
authority was derived or innate — CAN authority supersede 
justice and still be 2ijvM authority?* 

By doing so, would not God be violating His own laws, and 
the "unchangeable" become changeable] 

Dr. Crawford evidently fails to meet this objection of injustice 
fairly and fully, and sees the difficulties attending it ; for, in 
alluding to instances recorded in ancient history of " devoted 

* It should be borne in mind that a thing is not right because God does it, but God 
does it hecauM U U right. 

Dr. Jenkyn, an orthodox divine, says {** Extent of Atonement," p. 120) : *** Things 
are not right merely became Gk>d does them, but He does them because they are rights 
and right irrespective of any decree to make them so. The whole is greater than its 
part ; two straight lines cannot enclose a space ; one and two will not make four ; if 
two mountains are created there must be a valley between them. No decree can 
cause these things to be otherwise." 

^^ See Appendix, p. xvii. 
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men who are said to have deliberately laid down their lives for 
[instead of] their fellow-men," he says : " However well they may 
have accorded with the rude notions of justice which prevailed 
in times of old, they do not at all accord with those sounder 
principles on which the administration of justice is now con- 
ducted '* (p. 438). 

Dr. Crawford here condemns as ^^rude*' the very principle he 
advocates so strongly elsewhere, and says, "by bringing the 
Atonement into comparison with them we should rather be 
increasing than lessening its difficulties." True; but why so? 
Is not the principle the same in each case ? The fact is, the 
Doctor's reasoning here tends to show that the " administra- 
tion of justice is now conducted" by man upon *^ sounder prin- 
ciples" than it was conducted by God when He carried out this 
" stupendous" act of Atonement ; for men now punish only the 
guilty, but, according to Dr. Crawford and orthodoxy generally, 
God punished the innocent " instead of " the guilty ! 1 The 
former principle, to my mind, does seem to be the " sounder** one. 

On page 436 he says : " If the holy Jesus was subjected to 
severe sufifering, then it is a fact that he was treated otherwise 
than he deserved. .... And if sinners obtain pardon at 
all, it is equally a fact that they are thereby treated otherwise 
than they deserve." But this, T think, is a poor attempt to 
justify the infliction of the penalty due to the guilty upon the 
innocent. For if it be unjust — which I question — ^to pardon 
the sinner on proper conditions, it will certainly not make it 
just to punish the innocent in his room and stead, and then 
pardon the sinner, as we are taught to believe. This would be 
to say " two blacks make a white," or that two unjust acts make 
a just one ! ! And yet we have divines airguing for the purpose 
of showing that it is so 1 
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Dr. Crawfoid appears to me to err in attributing Christ's 
Bufiering to the wrong cause.** He also appears very inade- 
quately to meet the objection offered by the parable of the 
Prodigal Son. He disposes of this by saying this parable has 
no reference to the Atonement ! A very easy way of getting 
out of a difficulty ; but the admission by the Doctor that the 
parable has any reference to the Atonement would be fatal to 
•his theory, and this may account for his denying that it has 
any reference to it. However, the value of the argument con- 
tained in the parable of the Prodigal Son is (to use Dr. 
Crawford's own words) " not got rid of by a denial of it." But 
although he denies it to the parable of the Prodigal Son, I do 
not see how he can deny it to the Lord's Prayer, for there it is 
plainly stated how we must expect to be forgiven. 

Christ is said to have told us to pray to be forgiven " AS we 
forgive those who trespass against w*/' or "as we forgive our 
debtors,^* And then adds, " If ye forgive men their trespasses, 
your heavenly Father will also forgive you ; but if ye forgive 
not men their trespasses, neither will your heavenly Father 
forgive your trespasses." (Matt, vi., 9 — 15.) 

The question naturally arises here. How, or in what way, do 
** we forgive those who trespass against us ]" Do we require an 
innocent person, voluntarily or otherwise, to come between us 
and the transgressor in order that we may spend our wraih upon 
him " instead of" upon the offender, before we can or will for- 
give the transgressor, and so "punish sin," as Mr. Spurgeou 
and others teach ] 

Or do we ^^ require^ satisfaction for the offence, and then 
^' provide^* this satisfaction ourselves in the shape of our own 
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well-beloved son, whom we chastise and punish "instead of" 
the offender ; or, as otherwise expressed — when a debt of this 
kind is owing us — do we obtain satisfaction by paying the debt 
oneself to oneself in full, or, in other words, as some say, by 
punishing oneself, and thus be said, as Dr. Crawford expresses 
it, to be "rendering in one's own person the needful expiation V 
The first idea seems monstrously unjust, and undoubtedly is 
so, whilst the second appears so much like a farce that it 
would appear incredible that any thinking and reasonable 
man can believe it if we did not know that many other- 
wise, intelligent men do equally believe in, or assent to, 
similar absurdities, such as Transubstantiation, Infallibility, 
ifec. ; but this evidently can only be done by dethroning and 
abnegating reason and excluding it from its legitimate pro- 
vince. 

In reply to the above two questions, every reasonable person 
will be compelled to acknowledge that we neither require a 
third person to be punished " instead of* the transgressor, nor 
yet do we even pretend to go through the form of punishing 
ourselves, much less the reality. 

Consequently, if reason is to have a voice and fair play in the 
matter, she will most decidedly pronounce an adverse verdict ; 
and, therefore, this doctrine ought never to be spoken of as 
being in accordance with reason^ any more than Transubstantia- 
tion, whatever else may be said of it. 

Besides these unsuccessful attempts to meet the most im- 
portant objections, and the omission of others, Dr. Crawford 
is guilty of making statements to which, to use an appropriate 
expression of Dean Alford's, he, or any other man, "daren't 
stick to ; '* for, 
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On page 22, he says : 
" Christ bore, instead of the 
'unjust,' those sufferings to 
which they, on account of 
their sins, must else have been 
subjected." 

Again, at page 183, he says : 

"He not only undertook, 
but actually paid, their pen- 
alty. ' It was exacted, and 
he was made answerable.* "** 

Now, if to say "he . . 



But, on page 176, he says : 
"They were riot the very 
penalty that had been in- 
curred ; but were something 
accepted by the Lawgiver in- 
stead of it" 



actually paid thdr penalty,** 



and "bore those mfferings to which the unjust must else have 
been subjected," and then to say " they were not the very 
penalty, but something accepted instead of it," is not a plain, 
downright contradiction, I certainly don't know what is, and 
language must be useless for the purpose of conveying any 
definite ideas on this matter. One of these statements must 
be false ; and any theory which requires such statements as 
these to support it — ^being based on false data — must, of neces- 
sity, be erroneous, for it is an acknowledged principle among 
all logicians and right reasoners that opposites " cannot both he 
true** Such teaching as this is the same as saying a thing is 
so, and that the same thing is not so ; yet all orthodox writers 
whom I have read, who treat fully upon the doctrine, make 
statements similar to these, and actually expect their readers 
to believe them ! 

And most persons who trust to authority, instead of really 
thinking for themselves, are thus deluded, and imagine (I will 
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not say believe, as a few questions put to them show that it is 
no real belief, but only a credulous assent, a sham, and a delu- 
sion) such statements as these to be true. 

Ought we to be surprised at the prevalence of infidelity** 
when men begin to use their reason, and see the fallacy and 
inconsistency of such teachine ; a belief in which, they have 
been told, is necessary to salvation % 

Take the Rev. A. A. Hodge, D.D., as another illustration in 
proof of this, who says, in his work on " The Atonement " : — 

" The precise thing he did " The execution of precisely 

was to suflfer the penalty of the the same sufferings, if it had 



law as the substitute of his 
people" (p. 26). 

'* He suffered in the strict 
sense of the word as the sub- 
stitute of his people. . . . 
strictly in their room and 
stead" (p. 150). 

"The orthodox doctrine is, 
that Christ really satisfied the 
justice of God by really suffer- 
ing the penalty of sin in our 
stead" (p. 313). 

" Christ satisfied the retribu- 
tive justice of God by bearing 
the very penalty** of the law " 
(p. 318). 

"The sentence due to the 
principals was executed on 
him " (p. 368). 



been possible, in the person of 
the God-man, that would have 
been the proper penalty of the 
law if executed in the person 
of the transgressors themselves, 
would have been an outrageous 
injustice " (p. 62). 

" Christ did not suffer the 
same degree or duration of pain 
that his people woidd have 
suffered in perso», nor in all 
respects sufferings of the same 
kind. Theirs would have been 
eternal, his were temporary" 
(pp. 61, 62). 



^* See Appendix, p. xviii. ^* p. xix. 
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It must be evident to every one that it is impossible for a 
thing to be and not to be at the same time. Either Christ did 
actually bear " the very penalty," " endure the sufferings due 
to sinners," " the consequences of sin," or he did not. If he 
did, or they believe he did, why do not orthodox writers and 
teachers abide by this belief, and do the best they can to support 
it, and so, at least, be consistent % If on the contrary they do 
not believe that " he bore the full penalty," why, in the name 
of all that's true and honest do they continue to teach that he 
did bear " the penalty," " the very penalty," " the full penalty," 
" the suflFerings due to the sinner," or " what the sinner ought to 
suffer," &c. 1** Surely they forget that " truth is self-consistent 
in all its parts," as Dr. Hodge expresses it (p. 116). 

The words which Dr. Crawford applies to his opponents, when 
speaking of consistency, are equally applicable here to himself, 
to Dr. Hodge, and all who hold their views, when he says, "They 
are quite entitled, indeed, to urge oiie or other of the allegations 
above stated .... provided they tell us which of the two 
they prefer, and thereafter steadily and consistently adhere to 
it. But they are not entitled to adhere to both, or to pass from 
the first to the second as they find it convenient. For it so hap- 
pens that the two are incompatible with each other" (p. 97). 

These are Dr. Crawford's own words respecting certain oppo- 
nents, and yet he pursues the very same course himself which 
he condemns in others ! Beautiful consistency, this ! ! And 
this reminds me of what Dr. Hodge says of some of his oppo- 
nents, than which nothing could be more applicable to himself 
and his party. He says : " Their champions put one in mind of 
a landless laird straddling the line fence between two farms. 

^* See Appendix, p. luc. 
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He is always found standing upon that leg which is the other 
side of the fence " (" The Atonement," p. 310). 

Instead of the orthodox doctrine of Atonement being a "true 
and proper Substitution/* it ought to be evident to any man 
who ventures really to think for himself that it is, in fact, 
nothing more than " something accepted" or substituted for 
the "true and proper Substitution," and should properly be 
termed Substitution substituted ; and l)r. Crawford admits this 
himself at page 1 75 of his work, where he says " the sufferings 
of Christ . . . were not the v^ry penalty that had been 
incurred, but were something accepted by the Lawgiver instead 
of it." For the true idea of Substitution, according to Drs. 
Hodge and Barnes, is " that the person substituted is to do or 
suffer the same thing which the person for whom he is substi- 
tuted would have done."* 

This definition is plain enough, and strictly correct, but not 
one of the advocates of the doctrine of Substitution ^^dare stick 
to it." 

That this doctrine is not "true and proper Substitution" can 
be demonstrated beyond reasonable doubt — 1st, from the admis- 
sion of its advocates, and, 2nd, by putting the argument in 
its Syllogistic or Logical form, for " to this form all correct 
reasoning may be reduced, and thus its validity established, what- 
ever be the subject-matter of discussion ; whether it relate^ to. 
religion, law, or politics ; to literature or science, to mind or 
matter," &c. t 

Supposing, for the sake of argument, that the Greek preposi- 
tions alluded to always meant " instead of," or Substitution — 

♦Dr. Hodge on "The Atonement," p. 163. Also Dr. Barnes, "The Atonement," 

P-281. _ 

t Dr Leechman's Logic, pp. 4^ 19 ; Whateley'a Lo^<a, \i^. V-%. 
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which, as has been shown, they do not — ^the result would be 
precisely the same with regard to its agreement with reason — 
the greatest blessing bestowed on man by his Maker, and to 
resign which, I maintain, would be an insult to its author ; 
besides, the doctrine would still be as unreasonable as it 
is now. 

Many orthodox writers and teachers are in the habit of con- 
demning reason as " carnal " and " sinful ; " at the same time 
they avail themselves of this " carnal " thing whenever it serves 
their purpose — condemning it only when it is against them ! ! 
Consistency again ! But, as a certain writer has said — 

" Let reason be what Grod meant it to be— lord paramount in 
all our natures. If it be not, how, objector ! I would paren- 
thetically ask, do you mean to prove me wrong ? Unless reason 
be lord, you cannot examine, argue, nor conclude. . ... 

" True faith, known to the Latins as Fides, to the Greeks as 
TtoTts, is consent — daughter of pure Reason. 

"This faith is the 'gift of God* — as are all our thoughts, 
feelings, and graces. . . . The intelligent almanack reader, 
who sees in its pages the prediction of an eclipse, and believes 
that it shall take place, has faith the same in nature as that 
man possesses who looks forward to a resurrection and a judg- 
ment morning. The former has read about the Newtons of 
Astronomy . • . his reason has exercised itself^ and his 
rational reliance is faith ; such faith as Jesus commended. . . . 
Young, whom no orthodox Christian should despise, says 
' Reason pursued is faith ' . . . 

*<But there are in our churches many humble Christians 
whose faith, it may be urged, is not the effect of any exercise 
of the intellect. These men and women are numerable by the 
myriad. . . • They are said to possess the pure and simple 
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faith. I doubt if it is so. Indeed, I have no doubt at all on 
the matter. Their faith may save them ; I think it will ; but 
theirs is not the model faith, not the faith praised by Jesus and 
enjoyed by the Apostle. . . . The humble Protestant con- 
fides in the Bible because he was Ixmght to do so. He believes in 
any doctrine, since many more enlightened people do the same ; 
and this faith is a mere credulity, useful because it happens to 
be somewhat rightly directed. But had he been a Catholic 

" Oh, my friends ! this self same credulity, just now called 
faith, would have been extended towards Purgatory, Transub- 
Btantiation, and the Saints, and what theni Protestants 
call it Superstition. Young says, very pertinently, * When faith 
is virtue, reason makes it so.' "* 

Then as to the word " ransom *' in the passage " Christ gave; 
himself a ransom for all : " if you take this literally you make 
an insuperable difficulty for yourself, for when a ransom is 
given it must of necessity be given to some one. 

The question then occurs. To whom was it given? It has 
been, and still is taught, that we are all under the thraldom of 
Satan, and in order to release us from this state of bondage 
Christ gave himself as a ransom for [instead of] us. It follows, 
then, according to this, that the ransom must have been given 
to the Devil, and this belief was certainly held at one time, 
and to account for Christ escaping out of the hands or power 
of the Devil they held that he deceived the Evil One by a dis- 
honourable trick, for they said that " the human nature of Christ 
was the bait which allured the Devil, while the divine nature con- 
cealed under it was the hook by which he was caught." ! ! t 

♦ " The New Theology," pp. 30—33, by J. Smart, 
t I>r. Cxawford on " The Atonement," p. 60. 
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Dr. Crawford calls this " gross absurdity and impiety/* and 
he says rightly ; but then he should remember that this belief 
was held by men in a similar position to himself, who, no doubt, 
were as sincere in their belief as he is in his ; and as both views 
are opposed to reason it is quite possible, and even probable, 
for anything Dr. Crawford has shown to the contrary, that his 
belief may be an equally "gross absurdity and impiety." Tested 
by reason, it is ; and as Dr. Crawford concludes the above belief 
to be a " gross absurdity," through the exercise of reason, others 
are equaUy justified in applying the same test to his theory, 
and forming their conclusions in accordance therewith. 

In trying to avoid this "gross absurdity" Dr. Crawford 
^ treats these passages as figurative, and by so doing he evidently 
. '^"^jakes the meaning of the figure an open question ; and then how 
is he or anyone else to decide what is the real and definite 
meaning of the figure? The only resource now left him is 
evidently that much-derided, abused, " carnal " and " sinful " 
faculty of reason, as many orthodox, but mistaken — at the same 
time, no doubt, like the Pope, well meaning — people call it 
when it stands in the way of their peculiar views, yet most in- 
consistently attach the greatest importance to this same 
" carnal " reason when it favours their views, just as Dr. Craw- 
ford does respecting the old ransom theory. 

I do not see that this old theory is any more a "gross absurdity" 
than the present orthodox one, as represented by Drs. Crawford 
and Hodge, and Mr. Spurgeon and others, when plainly stated, 
which is that " The ransom can only be given to God." 

In this case we are expected to believe that one and the same 
being both demanded satisfaction, and then provided and 
rendered this satisfaction, for Dr. Crawford — after saying God 
required it — says **our very Creator and our Judge . . . 
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rendered in his oton person the needful expiation " ! ! * That 
is to say, God demanded a " price," " payment," or " ransom," 
in order (according to some) to " enable " him to forgive 
the sinner, and then " provided " and " gave " this " price," 
"payment," or "ransom" himself to himself; or, in. 
other words, he " punished himself " to " satisfy himself," or 
" to satisfy his justice ! " For Dr. Hodge says (p. 285) : 
" Christ is the one satisfying as well as the one satisfied, the 
one punished as well as the one punishing ; but he loves us 
enough to punish himself in our place ! "^''^ 

Now this appears to me contrary to reason (not above), and 
as equally a " gross absurdity " as the theory (of the Fathers) 
which Dr. Crawford condemns, if not more so. 

If Dr. Crawford, and other advocates of Substitution, were 
to attach less importance to what are termed " essential " and 
" fundamental " doctrines, and use their abilities and energies 
in endeavouring to show hcyu) much more " essential " a good 
and proper life is, I think we should find the results far different 
and more satisfiactory than they are, in the greater prevalence 
of honesty, less hypocrisy, deceit, and bigotry, and more real 
charitable feeling towards each other, &o.; without » which 
" ALL FAITH IS NOTHING." For my experience does not 
support the popular idea that it's "ALL in believing," and 
that man is necessarily the better man in consequevice of holding so- 
called "essential" doctrines, either as regards integrity, industry, 
or true charity ; but, on the contrary, I frequently find them 
exhibit less genuine charity towards those who differ from them. 
And I feel inclined to adopt the view of the poet, who says, 
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For modes of faith let Tardent] zealots fight, 
His can't be wrong whose life ia in the right — " 
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The Atonementy" p. 429. ^' See Appendix, p. 
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with this sole qualification, that " his life is in the right " 
from right and proper motives}^ 

I should be glad to have your reply to this at your earliest 
convenience, pointing out any fallacies you may see in my 
arguments, and, at the same time, establishing the orthodox 
teaching in the best way you possibly can, as I think of pub- 
lishing this correspondence, along with some other, in order to 
encourage the people to examine the matter for themselves, for 
I think they have allowed others to do this ^^for " them long 
enough ; besides, investigation is the surest way of destroying 
error, wherever it may exist. 

Believing that "TRUTH is like a torch, the more it is 
shaken the brighter it shines," — ^I remain, dear sir, yours truly, 

J. W N, Esq. T. R N. 

Tunbridge'Wells, March 4th, 1872. 

Dear Sir, — I have read the MS. which you lately sent me, 
and which I now return. 

The present much impaired state of my health would be a 
sufi&oient reason for my declining to "reply;'' but did this 
reason not exist, I should not feel inclined to enter into further 
correspondence with a gentleman who informs me of his inten- 
tion to " publish " private letters without having first obtained 
the consent of the writer. — ^Yours truly, J. W n. 

Mr. T. R N. 



Manchester, March 15th, 1872. 
Dear Sir, — In reply to yours of 4th inst., informing me that 
you had returned my letter of 28th ult., I beg to say I am sorry 

*• See Appendix, p. xxi. 
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to hear that the state of your health is a '* sufficient reason " for 
not replying to my letter, and that " did not this reason exist," 
you should decline " to enter into further correspondence with 
a gentleman who informs you of his intention to ' publish ' 
private letters without having first obtained the consent of the 
writer." 

As regards the letters being " private/* I had previously con- 
sidered this, and concluded there was nothing private in them, 
any more than there might be in any letters written on a public 
question. 

1. Because the correspondence arose out of a letter written 
by you to the Rev. Baldwin Brown, which you published, and, 
by so doing, gave it the character of a public document. 

2. The subject of the correspondence is entirely of a public 
nature. 

3. The absence of anything deserving the name of "private" led 
me to look upon the whole correspondence as of a public nature. 

Therefore I did not think it necessary to obtain your 
"consent," but certainly had no intention of giving the 
slightest offence. However, as you appear to think differently, 
I trust you will accept the expression of my sincere regret at 
having appeared to treat you in any way other than with the 
greatest respect. 

At the same time, I think the cause of truth should take 
precedence of everything relating to self. And he who will not 
" consent " to make some sacrifice, and even suffer loss for the 
sake of what he believes to be the truth, does not appraise 
Truth at its value. I can truly say that I have sacrificed both 
time and money, also loss of friendship, and have no doubt the 
time employed in writing these letters could have been more 
profitably spent, in a pecuniary sense. 



84 "J. W N," ESQ., VERSUS «T. R.'» 



In order to satisfy you that I intended no disrespect to, nor 
wished to take any advantage of anything you may consider 
private, I am willing to insert the words with your permission 
in their proper place in my letter of 28th ult., and also send 
you copies of your letters (in case you have none), so that you 
may erase anything you may consider private, or add to what- 
ever you may think proper, or correct them in any way. 

And should your state of health unfortunately be such as to 
render you unable to reply to my letter, you may delegate the 
task, or pleasure (as the case may be), to any gentleman among 
the circle of your acquaintance, either lay or clerical. 

As the subject is of the greatest importance, if true, I trust you 
will endeavour to meet my proposal in a becoming spirit ; for if 
you decline, and the doctrine is really the sine qua non we are 
told it is, and any^ through reading my letters unaccompanied by 
the antidote which your reply may be supposed to be, should find 
their way to eternal perdition or endless misery for holding vrrong 
opinions which they covldnH^^ help, when you might have saved 
them from this terrible doom, let not the blame rest upon me, 
but upon those who think or say they possess the proof of the 
doctrine and will not produce it. Besides, your declining to 
reply may be taken by some in a very different sense to what 
you intend it should be, and in a way most unfavourable to 
orthodoxy. — I remain, dear sir, yours truly, T. R n. 

J. W N, Esq. 



This closes the correspondence with J. W n, Esq., as 

no reply was received. 

^' See Appendix, p. zxi. 
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" It is admitted that the substitution of a righteous person 
could rarely occur among men. It is not fit that it should." — 
Dr, Dewar, ''The Atonement'' (p. 196). 

" A debt of property may be paid by another ; a debt of 
obedient never can. It is in its very nature intransferable." — 
Dr. Wardlaw, " The Atonement " (p. 69). 

" I entirely concur in the opinion that the Atonement, in its 
nature and principle, is not one of those mysteries that are still 
hid in the Divine mind, and which it is not within our province 
at all to explore.^' — Dr. Dewar, " The Atonement " (pp. 189-90). 

" God cannot do impossibilities, nor reconcile contradictions ; 
He cannot make light and darkness to coalesce, and to be iden- 
tified with each other ; He cannot unite sin with holiness, crime 
with peace, nor vice with bliss." — Dr, Whitley, " The Atone- 
ment " (p. 245). 

"Divine revelation and right reason have one source; it is 
a very sacred thing to strive to see, it would be very wrong not 
to strive to see, that they utter one voice.'' — John Young, LL.D., 
''Province of Reason^' (p. 26). 

" They .... who inquire and investigate, and search 
for the grounds of religious belief and of moral law, until they 
are able to satisfy their rational and their moral nature, only 
they are really virtuous and pious." — John Young, LL.D., 
^^ Province of Reason'^ (p. 122). 
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" The human mind was formed for truth, and so constituted 
that only truth can exert permanent influence upon it." — 
A. A. Hodge, D.D., ''The Atonement'* (p. 17). 

" True faith is grounded in reason. It can be grounded in 
nothing else." — JDr. J, Young, " Province of Reason** (p. 305). 

"All allowable faith has . . ever the sanction of reason, 
and in some cases it is the issue of a consequential reasoning. 
Faith is thus liable to be tested, even as reason is ; nor are we 
at liberty to lay reason aside on the pretence of following a 
faith which will not allow itself to be examined." — Dr. McGosh, 
''Intuitions of the Mind** (p. 425). 

" It is neither right nor wise to decry the understanding on 
all occasions, and by all possible means. The habit grows by 
indulgence, and degenerates at last into a most offensive species 
of cant, the cant of reverence and humility. *The human 
mind is feeble and erring, never to be relied upon, always and 
only to be distrusted.* Such is the kind of language which 
many are wont to use. What piety there may be in this mood 
of mind I shall not take it upon me to judge ; but unquestion- 
ably the quality of wisdom is greatly lacking in it. That very 
conclusion which, with such solemnity and sadness, is affirmed 
by those who take a pleasure in defaming themselves, is nothing 
more than the verdict of their understanding. It appears that 
even they can place some confidence in this power, after all. 
Distrusting it in all other cases, they entirely trust it in this 
case, when it judges that it is not to be trusted." — J, Young, 
LL.D,, "Province of Reason** (pp. 308-9). 

" The great fault, the vice of our age, it appears to me, does 
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not lie on the side of over-valuing the powers of the human 
mind. .... It lies, I venture to judge, in exactly the opposite 
direction ; it consists in the wide neglect of the fi^e exercise 
of the understanding, especially in the most sacred sphere of 
thought. This power is often described as if it were only or 
chiefly a temptation and a snare. 

" Manifold evils are traced back to it as their dark fountain, 
and the most disparaging epithets are used to destroy all 
reverence for it. In utter contempt, but very ignorantly, it 
is taunted as the logical understanding ; and the meaning is, 
that it is useless at the best, save for splitting of hairs — subtle, 
finical, hard, and cold. 

** Faith, on the other hand, is exalted as a lofty virtue, inde- 
pendent of the imderstanding, and even opposed to it. 

" It is hardly an exaggeration to affirm, that if men were to 
think of the organ of outward vision, as many certainly do think 
of their mental faculty of perception, we should meet them with 
their eyes fast closed or protected by some opaque covering to 
save them from the danger of seeing. 

" Multitudes of intelligent persons reach their religious creed, 
scarcely at all, through inquiring and judging. They have been 
bom to it j or, in a period of inward disturbance and fear, they 
have rushed to it for shelter. And all, or nearly all, with 

whom they mingle, have accepted the same formula 

Some conflicting thoughts, some unpleasant misgivings they are 
occasionally conscious of, but these are never fairly met and 
impartially dealt with. They are simply set aside. The fear 
is, that by another course their adopted creed would be en- 
daugered. 
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" But, wherefore should it % After the closest exammation, 
impartially conducted, a true faith must remain essentially im- 
changed. But with or without change in the articles of a creed, 
this noble effect would follow — we should be stronger and freer 
by honest investigation, and should be impelled to illimitable 
progress in the path of reverent obedience to the laws of our 
nature, and to Him who established them. Is this effect rare 1 
It is so, simply because the only method of reaching it is so 
widely neglected — free, independent inquiry, a disposition to 
look impartially on all sides, and a resolute purpose to adopt 
only that which in all honesty we judge to be true ! Vast 
multitudes undeniably know nothing of this, and never have 
known it. In the sphere of religion, as well as in other spheres,, 
perhaps more than in any other sphere, men think in masses — 
think with their party. That simply means that they do not 
think at alL Free thinking has become synony- 
mous with infidelity, as if thinking, which was not perfectly 
free, could justly be of the smallest value in the sight of man or 

God The design of our mental structure is 

unmistakable. We are constituted to inquire, to examine, and 

to search out truth for ourselves Error may 

be, it often is, crime. But there is one thing which always and 
certainly is crime — to pour habitual contempt on our Maker by 
refusing to put forth the powers with which He has endowed 
us on the highest and grandest subjects which can occupy them. 

" It is altogether a mistake to imagine that we endanger faith 
by doing simple justice to the understanding. 

" To contemn the understanding, and neglect its free exercise, 
is crime ; but to dishonour the higher reason, the Divine faculty, 
the only organ through which our Maker can speak with us 



" MR. R. S T " VERSUS '* T. R." 91 

and we can reach our Maker, is crime more flagrant still." — 
Dr. J. Young, ^* Province of Eeason^' (pp. 310 — 317). 

" It is one of the most serious indictments of creeds that they 

leave no room for growth They have come to be 

things only to swear by, not to be received or acted upon ; 
past and current history being witnesses that creeds do not 
make men more orthodox, but only less honest . . . Creeds 
have come to be received with mental reservation, in non- 
natural senses, and contrary to the original and obvious mean- 
ing of their terms. Such unworthy arts are dishonourable in 
any man, but painfully beyond measure in clergymen. . . . 
Creeds, in our judgment, do not minister to orthodoxy, but to 
immorality." — Rev, Henry Bachelor, B.A., Glasgow. 

" In the absence of the required dogma there may be a true 
heart and life ; the basest may believe the approved dogma, 
and the truest and purest may not believe it." — Rev, Thomas 
Hughes, Wesleyan Minister, " Condition of Christian Member- 
ship'' {^, 131). 

" A pure life, a liberal mind, an honest and good heart — 
This is the threefold cord bent upon the anchor of religion ; 
If either those strands be rotten, that barque is found in peril, 
Nigh to be drifted on the reef, when as its hawser parteth. 
Void of purity in morals, faith is but a hypocrite of words ; 
Charity cannot dwell with a mean and narrow spirit. 
And there is but little hope, failing integrity of purpose ; — 
Faith, Hope, Charity, the triple-twisted cable of religion. 
In a mere creed there is no salvation, no happiness in articles 
or dogmas, 
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No real safety for the soul in the best cold code of forms. 
Though thy theology be logical, and thy scheme most orthodox, 
Though thy sect be of the straitest, thy chain from the fathers 

of the strongest, 
These are none of the comforters to bring a man peace at the 

last, 
These are not the elements of heaven in the soul : 
Holiness that hath no evil memories, kindliness loveable to all, 
And cheerful trust toward God, will outweigh all the creeds. 

Offices, forms, and creeds are nought, except as means to ends ; 

They are all things of earth, to perish in the using ; 

And be thy superstition what it may, if it tendeth to good 

works. 
The love of God and man, with earnest prayer and penitence, 
This is enough for happiness : as one of our own poets hath 

said — 
' Let bigots fight for creeds, the good man hath the right one.* " 

—M. F. Tuppevy D,G.L., F.RS. 




BETWEEN 

«MK. R S T" AND *'T. R" 



Dundee, Nov. 12tb, 1872. 
Mr. T. R ^n, 

Dear Sir, — As you may be expecting me to write you a few 
lines, and I think I half promised to do so, I take the present 
opportunity. 

Your papers are before me, viz., " A Challenge " and " Sub- 
stitution. ** Regarding these I will not say much, but would 
beg to refer you to 1 Peter iii., 18. 

Substitution is what gives me —a poor, vile sinner in heart by 
nature — ^real peace and assurance of eternal happiness.* I re- 
member you asked me. What is truth 1 Well, the most blessed 
truth that ever I heard is that Jesus Christ receives sinners. 
What I would plead with you to do is, abandon your own 
opinions, which at best only lead you out into vain speculation 
and uncertainty, but never give you solid peace, simply because 
your heart is never thereby turned God-ward. 

Remember God's thoughts are not as our thoughts, neither 
His ways as our ways. Now, I can tell you that in regard to 
nothing is this more manifest than in the matter of Salvation. 
Will you kindly ponder over the following^Bcriptures :-^" Jesus 
came not to call the righteous but sinners to repentance.'' 

1 Hee Appendix, p. xxv. 
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" Jesus came to save that which was lost." " The Jews said 
we have a law, and by our law he ought to die, because he called 
himself the Son of God." 

Oh, let me plead with you to come to Jesus as a sinner, for 
it is only sinners Jesus came to save. If you repudiate the 
name, then Jesus is not for you ; but before taking that grmmd 
honestly try yourself in the light of the Holy Law of God, and 
if you think you can in spirit keep the Law of God, set about 
it now. Oh, I beseech you, don*t make light of this matter. It 
will be a sad thing to find out at last that your heart is at 
enmity with God, but that the day of grace is past — a Saviour 
despised and rejected. 

That you may be led to take the lost sinner's place, and in 
your extremity flee to Jesus, the sinner's friend, is the prayer of 
a poor sinner saved by grace. — ^Yours, &c., R. S t. 



Manchester, Nov. 18th, 1872. 

Mr. R. S T, 

Dear Sir, — I am glad to find, by the receipt of your letter 
of 12th inst., that you have kept your promise so far as writing 
is concerned ; but at the same time regret to have occasion to 
remind you that you have not even made an attempt to prove 
the truth of the position you take as a professed believer in, and 
advocate of, orthodox teaching, viz., the doctrine of Atone- 
ment, or, in other words, that Christ is a real, true, and proper 
Substitute for sinners, (who believe) that as such he has borne, 
or bears, the wrath of God — the penalty due to sinners — in their 
" room and stead ; " but have substituted a kind of lecture, in 
which you appear to condemn me for holding what you call "my 
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own opinions," and exhort me very earnestly and sincerely, no 
doubt, to hold your opinions instead. 

Now this appears to me somewhat Pharisaical — as much as 
to say, " I am better than thou" — a thing which I maintain no 
man has a right to assume, or even to insinuate, regarding 
another upon the ground of difference of opinion on certain 
points of doctrine only, especially disputed points, for this does 
not constitute a man good or bad ; and you can have no other 
ground. 

Remember, "Judge not, that ye be not judged" (Matt, vii., 1); 
but " let your speech be alway with grace, seasoned with salt, 
that ye may know how ye ought to answer every man" (CoL 
iv., 6); and "let no man deceive you : he that doeth righteous- 
ness is righteous." (1 John iii., 7.) 

But why should I accept your ipse dixit that your opinions 
are right and mine wrong] You give no good reasons for saying 
or thinking so, and nothing but reasons, and good and sufficient 
reasons too, could make me change my opinions for yours ; for 
if I am to accept the ipse dixit of some one on these matters, 
why should I not take that of the Pope, who professes to be 
infallible, which you do not 1 

Are you not told to "prove all things'?" (1 Thess. v., 21.) 
Certainly ; but you prove nothing at all. And as to Substitu- 
tion — ^the very thing in dispute — ^you evade, only referring me 
to 1 Peter iii., 18, and the "real peace" you experience. 

As to 1 Peter iii., 18, what have we here of Substitution 1 
Absolutely nothing, for you dare not, and cannot, accept this 
passage literally in a proper substitutionary sense, as this 
would be nonsense. Perhaps you have not thought sufficiently 
of this. Just think of Christ suffering " instead of " sins. 
What sense is there in it ? 



96 "MR. R S ^T" VERSUS "T. R.'* 



Then as to suffering, " the jnst for the unjust," you dare not 
and cannot adhere to the substitutionary view here, as this 
would lead you, consistently and logically, to believe that 
Christ endures eternal torments. This I could easily show you 
beyond a doubt. 

Then as to God's ways and thoughts being not as ours, I deny 
that God's thoughts and ways are different in principle from 
what ours should be, but only in degree of perfection, and I 
challenge you to prove the contrary. Reason supports this view, 
and so does Isaiah Iv., 9, where we are told that His ways 
differ from ours in being ^'higher than our ways," and His 
thoughts *^ higher than our thoughts;" but not different in 
principle. 

From what you said to me personally, as well as from your 
letter, you appear — ^like many others — to make feeling the 
test of the truth of a doctrine, and assume that if the belief in 
a certain doctrine produces a feeling of "real" or "solid peace," 
as you call it, therefore it is true. *^ 

That this is certainly a fallacy, I think can be easily shown 
in many ways ; but perhaps as simple a way as any to enable 
you to see the utter untenableness of faith and feelings being a 
test of the truth of any dogma or theory will be by a com- 
mercial illustration. 

For example : suppose you have been doing business with a 
large firm for some time, and your accounts were always 
punctually paid, so that you had the most implicit confidence 
in the firm, or company ; your faith being so strong in this 
particular firm that you would have trusted them to any 
amount — even your whole estate — and your mind be in a state 
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of perfect and ** real peace," and your feelings quite serene and 
undisturbed, as regards your debt, in consequence of this 
faith, * According to your own view of the matter, this state of 
your mind and feelings should be (or is) an indisputable proof 
that the firm in question is ** as safe as the bank " (of England), 
and your money " as sure as death and the rent day." 

Your account (of £1,000 say) is due on the 1st of January, 
and you believe and feel sure it will then be paid ; but a week or 
so before that day a rumour spreads that this firm of Hollow 
and Co. has suspended payment, and the assets will not realise 
more than Is. in the pound. 

On inquiry, you find this to be true, and your faith, peace of 
mind, and feelings of absolute security previously enjoyed — 
where are they? Fled and gone for ever, and replaced by 
anxiety of mind and troubled feelings. Why so 1 The answer is 
plain and simple : because you now possess the knowledge which 
you were previously ignorant of — ^you have been mistaken. 

This very wealthy (1) firm had, in reality, been insolvent 
FOR SOME TIME — like Ovcreud, Gumey <fe Co., the Albert In- 
surance Company, <fec. ; but you were ignorant of it ; so your 
faith was great in consequence of your ignorance of the truth, 
or wrong information ; but the moment this ignorance is 
removed and replaced by a "knowledge of the truth," your 
faith vanishes and your feelings are reversed; so that it is 
quite plain that it was not because the soundness, wealth, and 
stability of the firm was a truth that you possessed the pleasur- 
able feeling of security and " real peace of mind " respecting 
your debt, but simply because of i/our faith in the stability of 
the firm. 



* See Appendix, p. xxvl. 



98 "MR. R. S ^T** VERSUS «T. R." 

Apply this to your present position as regards the truth of 
the doctrine of the Atonement, and you will see that your 
"peace" of mind is not necessarily the consequence of the 
truth of the doctrine you believe in, but the result of pour faith 
in believing the doctrine to be true whether it is so or not. 

The legitimate conclusion, then, is, that providing you have 
faith enough in any doctrine, object, or person, to believe that 
this said object of your faith will amply meet your case, the 
effect upon you will be the same whether such object be a 
reality or a myth. 

Again : you assume that " my heart is at enmity with God ;" 
but I can assure you that this view is erroneous, for, instead of 
this, my heart (mind and soul) is at enmity with sin and wrong- 
doing in every form in which I see it manifested, whether in 
the form of drunkenness, injustice, tyranny and oppression, 
lying, cheating, or dishonesty in business — too common (I'm 
afraid) even among " professors," — and hypocrisy in any form ; 
and sadly too much of this latter have I seen in Scotland. 

Now, dear sir, I ask you seriously to think over this, and 
answer me, how such a one can be at enmity with God 1 I 
hope you will give me a plain and candid answer to this ques- 
tion, without any attempt to evade or ignore it ; and, also, give 
me the proof that Christ died, suffered, and bore the penalty 
due to the sinner (who believes) in his "room and stead." — 
Yours, &c., T. R n . 



Dundee, December 20th, 1872. 
Mr. T. R n, 

Dear Sir, — I duly received yours of 18th ult. I am sorry 

if by anything I said in my letter of 12th November you have 

taken up the idea that I suppose myself better than you, because 
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this I do not. All that I can claim to be is a sinner ; and, 
further, I am one upon whom the influence of sin was so strong 
that I was unfitted thereby to do anything acceptable to God. 

This is the place and condition that I confess to have been 
in. Now, have I any room for vaunting and saying I am better 
than anyone ? No, no, never. But there is a verse in Eomans 
v., 6, that suited me exactly. Will you kindly look itupl 
viz., " When we were yet without strength, in due time Christ 
died for the ungodly." I can tell you this is good news to me ; 
yes, good news to me — it was so suitable. Could you suppose 
a more distressing case than one without strength and without 
God 1 That is to say, without any power or ability to do the 
will of God, and, on account of the enmity of my heart, debarred 
from the least hope of finding mercy and favour from the Lord. 

This was my condition, and a sad condition it was, I can 
assure you ; but that was good news to me that Christ died for 
the ungodly, and I can heartily corroborate 1 Tim. i., and 15, 
" This is a faithful saying, and worthy of all acceptation, that 
Christ Jesus came into the world to save sinners, of whom T am 
chief." 

You say about 1 Peter iii., and 18, that there is nothing of 
Substitution in it. Would you kindly tell me what you think 
is the meaning of that verse 1 If you will kindly refer again to 
Isaiah Iv., you will notice, in the 7th verae, that the prophet is 
telling the wicked to forsake his way, and the unrighteotLs man 
his thoughts. Notice, it*s not improve your thoughts and ways, 
h\xt forsake them. This shows most immistakably that man's 
thoughts are quite contrary and opposed to God's, and not only, 
as you say, different in degree of perfection. 

As -to your reference to doing business with a large firm, I 
can only refer you for answer to 2 Peter i., 19 — 21. 
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As to the heart being at enmity with God, the authority I 
can give in support of my statement is in Romans iii., 9 — 12 
verses — perhaps you will kindly read them. 

You acknowledge that there is sin and wrong-doing. You 
acknowledge there is "licentiousness," drunkenness,'* "in- 
justice," " tyranny," " oppression, *' " lyiiig>" " cheating," " dis- 
honesty " in business, common among even " professors," also 
" hypocrisy," very common in Scotland. Now, can you per- 
suade yourself, to say nothing of trying to persuade any other, 
that the nature or heart out of which all these evil things spring 
is not essentially the same as yours ? 

Dear sir, I advise you to take care of passing a good and 
favourable sentence on your own heart, for man in certain 
circumstances can do things which in other circumstances he 
would say, " Is thy servant a dog that he should do such a 
thing]" Jeremiah says, "The heart is deceitful above all 
things and desperately wicked : who can know it 1 '* " I, the 
Lord, search the hearts, I try the reins, even to give every man 
according to his ways, and according to the fruit of his doings." 
Jer. xvii., 9 — 10. 

Christ said to Nicodemus, " Except a man be bom again he 
cannot see the kingdom of God." I fear there is a meaning in 
this which you have never yet been able to comprehend ; but 
God is pleased to reveal it to a certain class, and hide it from 
another. See Matt. xL, 25—^26. At that time Jesus answered 
and said, " I thank thee, Father, Lord of heaven and earth, 
because thou hast hid these things from the wise and prudent, 
and hast revealed them unto babes ; even so Father, for so it 
seemed good in thy sight." You might also read the remaining 
verses of this chapter to your profit. If I have found some- 
thing which exactly fits a temporal want of mine^ such as a 
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coat to protect me from exposure, or a house ''to shelter me 
from the storm, it would take very strong arguments to per- 
suade me that all the benefit I received from the coat was 
simply a piece of imagination, or the house in which I supposed 
myself sheltered was merely an ideal ; but you might as well 
try to convince a poor sinner who has fled to the Saviour that 
his house or coat is of no use to him, as try to persuade him 
that the blood of Jesus was not shed to put away his sins. 

And now, dear sir, allow me to exhort you to abandon your 
own self-righteous position, and take the place of a sinner 
(which is the true place of every child of Adam), that you may 
be saved from the wrath to come, by him who came not to. call 
the righteous but sinners to repentance. — ^Yours truly, 

R. S T. 



Manchester, Jan. 18, 1873. 
Mr. R. S T, Dundee. 

Dear Sir, — In yours of 20th ult., in reply to mine of Nov. 
12th, after disowning that you have " any room for vaunting,** 
or that you are " any better than any one **— which admission 
I accept with a slight qualification — you immediately refer me 
to Rom. v., 6, and say that this text " suited you exactly,** and 
ask me to look it up. I have done so, and presume you attach 
the greatest importance to the latter part of the verse, which 
says " Christ died for the ungodly,** from what you say after- 
wards ; and you also say you can corroborate 1 Tim. i., 15. 

By so doing, T suppose I am to understand you to appro- 
priate the latter part of this verse — " of whom I am chief ** — to 
yourself, which conveys to me the idea that you say you are 

' See Appendix, p. xzyiL 
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the chief of sinners. Now, in saying this, if this is what you 
mean, it appears to me that you assume a position of false or 
mock humility, for, if I were to take you at your word, and 
address you as such, either orally or by letter, I am inclined to 
think you would be offended, and resent the application, and 
soon tell me that you thought yourself as good as me or other 
people. Experience teaches me that this view is true of people 
generally, in practice, whatever it may be in theory, and there- 
fore I attach little or no importance to such stereotyped and 
extravagant language. 

You then refer me to 1 Peter iii., 18, in which you seem to 
believe, or think the idea of Substitution exists (as also in 
Rom. v., 6), and ask me to tell you what / think is the meaning 
of that verse. 

In the firat place, allow me to inform you that I am quite 
satisfied it cannot mean real and proper Substitution and be true, 
for truth is always, and must be, consistent with itself , but if 
you take this verse in the sense that Christ died or sujffered 
the just " instead of" the unjust, or, as often expressed, that 
he stood in the " room and place " of sinners who believe, and 
" endured the penalty due " to them, as so-called orthodox 
people profess to believe — for I find, on testing them, it is only 
a feigned and not a real belief — then you most certainly hold 
an idea perfectly untenable, and totally inconsistent with 
another dogma you profess to believe, viz., everlasting punish- 
ment ; no matter whether you take the latter in Mr. Spurgeon*s 
sense of " endless life in misery," or adopt Dr. Parker's view of 
total cessation of life, or ** terminahleness " (frequently miscalled 
annihilation), for it is one of the established primary laws of 
thought that ** a thing cannot both he and not be," but these 
two doctrines — real Substitution and eternal pimishment — 
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teach that a thing can both he and yet not be at the same time, 
if words are to have any definite meaning. 

If you do not see this, I may enlighten you some other time, 
if necessary ; but I want you to think and reason the matter 
over for yourself To me it is as plain as A, B, C, or as that 
two and two are four. 

Having given you the substance of my reason for denying 
Substitution to this verse, I must endeavour to tell you what I 
think it does mean. This can, perhaps, best be done by an 
illustration or two. When we say Lord Nelson died for his 
country, or General Wolf died for his king, neither you nor I 
are so foolish as to understand that Lord Nelson died " instead 
-of^ his country, nor that General Wolf died ^^ instead of" his 
king ; for if we did, then we must believe that had not Nelson 
died his country would, and had not Wolf died his Idng would, 
which would be extremely absurd. 

Again, when you read that Christ '* rose again for us," " as- 
cended to heaven for us," and appears in the presence of God 
"/or us," you do not take the word for here in the sense of 
'* instead of^^ How is this \ Can you tell me why you do 
not 1 You ought to have a reason for njot doing so, for I wish 
you to bear in mind that the Greek word representing for in 
the above quotations is exactly the same as in 1 Peter iii , 18, 
viz., ^Te/D, huper, I should like you to make this a special 
study for a time, and give me a candid answer to the question, 
without any equivocation. 

The fact is, the word for, both in English and Greek, has a 
great variety of meanings (see pp. 66-69); and whenever the word 
FOR occurs, its meaning must be decided by the subject spoken 
of and the connection in which it appears ; but — and it is a 
most singular thing — ^people, intelligent, learned, and " cute " 
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enough on most other subjects, appear to lose their common 
sense when speaking or writing on religious matters.*^ 

Looking at the above-named passages, and also at 1 Peter 
iii., 18, by the light of reason and experience, I conclude none 
of them contain in reality the doctrine of Substitution ; and it 
is reality we want, I presume, not a sham or a fiction. 

Consequently, I take the word for in 1 Peter iii., 18, <fec., to 
mean the same as in the illustrations given above, which is 
tantamount to saying that he died for our benefit or advantage, 
and not in our " room and stead." The former view has the 
great advantage of consistency, which the latter has not. It is 
in this (the former sense) that patriots have suffered and died/(>r* 

a 

their coimtry, and also that martyrs have suffered and died for 
that which they believed to be the truth ; and, as Dr. Dewar 
truly says, " The blessings of civil and religious freedom 
enjoyed in these lands were procured by the suflFerings of our 
forefathers "* — not as substitutes, but as martyrs. 

When you quote Isaiah Iv., 7, where the prophet tells them 
to forsake their sins, you then fall in with my views for the 
moment, but at the same time you are inconsistent with your 
own, as previously expressed, for there is nothing at all here 
about Substitution, or believing a set of dogmas or any dogma 
at all, but a doing something yourself — a thing so often con- 
demned by orthodox people — and not a belief that something 
has been done by another in your stead. And rather than 
support Substitution, this passage seems, virtually, to repudiate 
it, as it entirely dispenses with it and ignores it. So also does 
Ezek. xviii., 20—28. 



»A ^See Appendix, p. xxviiL 
* " The Atonement," by Rev. D. Dewar, D.D., LL.D., p. 825. 
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You then refer to God's ways and man's ways, and say that 
the above passage '* proves unmistakably that man's thoughts 
and ways are quite contrary and opposed to God's ;" but here 
you misrepresent me — like the Rev. Mr. McCoU has the Bishop 
of St. David's lately — for I did not say man's ways were not 
opposed to God's. If you will refer to my letter you will find I 
said, " I deny that God's thoughts and ways are diflferent in 
principle from what ours should be,** 

I stiU maintain this, and beg to remind you that there is a 
considerable difference between many men's thoughts as they 
are generally and as they should be. Misrepresentation will 
serve no good purpose, I can assure you, whether intentional or 
unintentional. 

Besides, you err in confounding the universal with the par- 
ticular, for the verse you quote refers to a particular class of 
men only, called yyicked, but you attempt to apply it universally 
when you use the expression "man's thoughts," as the term 
man is of greater extension than the term mckedy and this you 
don't appear to see. The term man includes all mankind, but 
the term wicked does not ; hence your error ; for, if all were 
wicked — which they are not — there could by no possibility be 
any good or righteous, and, consequently, none saved; for I 
suppose you will admit it is the righteous who are saved, in 
contradistinction to the wicked, who are said to be lost. 

The Bible frequently speaks of good and righteous men ; 
therefore, those who wrote the Bible must have believed there 
are such men as good and righteous, i.e,, if they meant what 
they said (see Job x., 7 ; Psalms xxxvii., 25, Iv., 22 ; Numbers 
xxiii., 10; Gen. vii., 1; Proverbs xL, 23, xiL, 5, &c.) ; but 
perhaps they didn't, as you quote a passage to the contrary. If 
so, then what did they mean ] On this supposition an infallible 
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interpreter will be required, and I know of none who even pro- 
fesses to be infallible except the Church of Rome — or, now, the 
Pope. But you will not accept her or his interpretation, I 
know, and, as you have no more right to claim infallibility than 
I have, why should I accept your interpretation rather than my 
own, without better reasons? Reason and experience tell me 
that all men are not wicked, as well as the Bible; and therefore, 
as there are but two classes, I accept that portion Twt vncked as 
righteous, until better evidence is produced to the contrary. 
But this is a digression from the subject of Substitution — ^the 
special object of this correspondence — and, in proceeding, I beg 
to draw your attention again especially to the fact that this 
passage of Isaiah, which you have thus drawn my attention to, 
militates exceedingly against the doctrine of Substitution, for it 
states distinctly that if the " wicked forsake his way . . . and 
return unto the Lord ... he will abundantly pardon.'* Also 
Ezek. xviii., 20-28. Here we have it plainly stated that a man 
shall "save his soul" without any Substitution whatever. Do 
you not believe this ? Are not these passages equal in authority 
to any other part of the Bible you quote 1 Certainly they are, 
if " all ScriptTire is inspired by God," and " came ... by holy 
men moved by the Holy Ghost." But if you think otherwise, 
be good enough to give your reasons for rejecting these and 
selecting others for your guidance, and also say why you quoted 
Isaiah Iv., 7. 

In reference to the ** large firm " you say you can only refer 
me for an answer to 2 Pet. i., 19 — 21. I suppose I shaU be right 
in understanding this in the sense that the argument contained 
in the illustration about faith and peace is admitted to be un- 
answerable, for I can certainly see no answer to it in the above- 
named passage^ but I do see in it something against your 
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position, viz., "that no prophecy of the Scripture is of any 
private interpretation ;" and if this be true, then you are guilty 
of violating this injunction every time you put your own private 
interpretation upon any passage. I hope you will think of this, 
and not continue to disregard such an explicit statement of 
duty, if you believe it. 

Then, as to the heart being at enmity with God, you merely 
refer me for support of your statement to Rom. iii., 9 — 12. I 
refer, and find in verse 9, that " all are under sin," or have 
sinned, I suppose. I accept this of men [not children]. Then, 
verse 10 says, " There is none righteous, no, not one." To this 
I oppose other texts, such as Gen. vii., 1, which says, Noah was 
"righteous :" Numbers xxiii., 10, a favourite text with preachers, 
which speaks of the " death of the righteous :" Pslm. xxxvii., 25, 
and Iv., 22, which speak of the righteous as not forsaken, and 
never moved : Prov. xi., 23, and xii., 5, which say, " The desire 
of the righteom is only good," and that " The thoughts of the 
righteous are right;" then in 1 John iii., 7, we read that "he 
that doeth righteousness is righteous^ In these texts we have 
not only " righteous " spoken of as existing, but are also told 
who is righteous — " he that doetk righteousness." T leave you 
to reconcile these conflicting statements by "private inter- 
pretation '* and so violating the text 1 Peter i., 20. 

Then, verse 1 1 says — " There is none that seeketh after God ;" 
but I find in 2 Chron. xix., 3, that Jehoshaphat " prepared his 
heart to seek God," and in chaps, xxxi., 21, and xxxiv., 3, that 
Hezekiah and Josiah began " to seek after God." Ezra vi., 21 : 
" The children of Israel separated themselves .... to 
seek after the Lord God of Israel." Also Psalm xxxiv., 4, &c. 

Besides, my own experience contradicts this assertion of 
verse 11. Then, as to verse 12, which says " there is none that 
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doeth good, no, not one," T place Luke vi., 45, and Matthew 
xii., 35, beside it, which state that *'a good man out of the 
good treasTire of his heart bringeth forth that which is good^ 
In addition to this, my own experience shows me there are 
many who do good. And I certainly cannot see in these four 
verses any satisfactory reply to my question — How a man who 
hates the sins named in my last letter can be at enmity with 
God 1 more especially when I bear in mind the passages quoted 
above. 

You also quote Jeremiah, who says, " The heart of man is 
deceitful above all things and desperately wicked," as a proof 
of your position. Now if Jeremiah really used this expression, 
and meant by it his (yum heart, I shall not attempt to dispute 
it — it may be true of him — as he should know himself better 
than we do, just as we should know ourselves better than 
Jeremiah did. But if he meant the hearts of all men "are 
desperately wicked," then I must take exception to this view, 
and decline to accept Jeremiah as an authority, because it is 
contrary to my own knowledge and experience. Do you want 
me to stultify the faculties of my mind and my senses altogether % 
If so, of what use are they % 

Then, as to the fear you express with regard to myself, I 
have only to say that if it is any pleasure for you to indulge 
in " fear," I have no wish to deprive you of it, and beg to 
remind you that this, or anything else you have yet said, is not 
to my mind any proof that " Christ died in the room and place 
of sinners, and endured the penalty" due to them in their 
stead. 

You then appear to wish me to understand that you have 
found something real and not " ideal," " which exactly fits a 
temporal want of yours," whilst I have not. But this is only 
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assumption on your part, as I have shown you before in the 
illustration of the "large firm/' that your feelings in this 
matter do not depend on the fact that you really have found 
something, but on your simply believing that you have ; and 
your believing a thing to be so is no proof that it is so ; that, 
therefore, your feelings are no test whatever of the truth of 
your assertion \ for I think I made it pretty plain that the 
effect upon you would be the same whether the object* of your 
faith was a reality or a myth. To this argument you have, as 
yet, made no reply worthy of the name. 

Then, as to the remainder of your letter, though no doubt 
well intended — including the exhortation — I have only to 
repeat what I have said before, that it is no proof of Christ 
being a real Substitute for sinners — " dying and enduring the 
penalty due to them in their stead '* — and that it does not at 
all touch the point you promised to prove. 

I therefore trust you will commence in right earnest to do 
so in your next, as though you really believe what you say you 
do, or else admit your inability to do so, for be assured Christ 
either is a true, real, and proper substitute, or he is not ; and 
as you take the affirmative in this matter, I trust you will no 
longei; evade the task you set yourself, but proceed to give me 
the proof at once. • 

I have read not a little upon this subject, but have never yet 
met with any writer who gives the proof; on the contrary, 
most writers who attempt it plainly contradict themselves when 
treating of it. — ^Yours truly, 

T. R N. 



* See Appendix p. zxv^U. 
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Mr. T. R N. Dundee, February 25th, 1873. 

Dear Sir, — T received yours of 18th ult. If you are quite 
sure that Substitution is not meant in 1 Peter iii., 18, you and 
I must here differ, as I am quite sure that it is.* But where 
you are wrong is that you won't submit to the humble place of 
one requiring a substitute. 

God has made two covenants with man, viz., the covenant of 
works and the covenant of grace. If you can keep the law of 
God, or even the first two commandments in that law, then, on 
the authority of Luke x., 27, 28, I say you will have Vernal 
life ; but if you are not able to do this, then the only chance is 
to come to Jesus as a sinner. All your learning and knowledge 
will not do, nor justify you before the great heart-searching 
God, May I ask you to read Rom. iii., 20 — 23. 

The only thihg further that I wish to add is my simple testi- 
mony that when I, thirteen years ago, tried to keep the law of 
God, I found I was unable to do it, and* that, instead, rebellion 
and pride boiled from my inmost soul, and often did I wonder 
that God did not cut me down. Neither did I yield until 
brought nigh death and hell, and I was then made willing to 
yield and made glad to take the place of a conquered one. It 
may be this looks like twaddle to you, but I assure you it was 
not so to me. I knew it was impossible for me to be in heaven 
with a mind and heart toward God such as I had ; but oh, the 
joy when I was led to see that Jesus died for bad-hearted 
sinners like me ! Such passages as Romans v., 6 — 10, made me 
stare and wonder. In the hope that you may be brought to 
this dear Saviour Jesus Christ as a poor lost sinner, 

I remain, yours truly, R. S T. 

* See Appendix, p. xxviii. 
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Manchester, March 6th, 1873. 
Mr. R. S T. 

Dear Sir, — I regret to find that in yours of 25th ult. you 
have not yet made any attempt to prove the doctrine of Sub- 
stitution to be reasonable and true, but rest satisfied with the 
assertion that you are "quite sure it is" meant in 1 Peter 
iii., 18. 

As you take the affirmative, it is your place to prove that 
Substitution is taught there, and not simply assert that it is. 
I am not bound to believe that any doctrine is true on the 
mere assertion of any man or body of men, for if I were, then 
I should be compelled to believe that the Pope is infallible, 
and the doctrine of Transubstantiation to be true ; because 
the Pope himself, as well as the cardinals, archbishops, bishops, 
and thousands of priests and [millions] of laymen assert such 
to be the case. 

Yet, although so many divines and laymen of the Roman 
Catholic church assert these and other doctrines to be true, 
and quote Scripture in proof of them, you do not believe them 
any more than I. 

How is this ? I should be glad if you will give me, in your 
next, your reasons for not accepting these doctrines as true. 
I imagine they will be somewhat similar to the reasons I may 
give for rejecting the doctrine of Substitution, which are ; 
1. That it is contrary to reason. 2. That it is not really and 
plainly taught in the Scriptures. I have hitherto endeavoured 
to get you to see this by thinking for yourself ; but it appears 
that, having been taught to think of this matter in one par- 
ticular way, the force of habit is so powerful as to render you 
unable to think out of this groove or beaten track you have 
been accustomed to think in, so that your thinking on this 
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matter is rather guided or determined by habit • than by reason, 
just as the Eoman Catholic's is. 

I am afraid you have an erroneous idea of the meaning of 
the word Substitution, notwithstanding the common illustra- 
tion of the soldier going into the army "in the stead of" 
another, or you could not so earnestly insist upon its being 
true of Christ. 

The following definition of Substitution and Substitute, by 
orthodox divines of some note, may therefore be useful : — 

SUBSTITUTION.—" The idea is, that the person substi- 
tuted is to do or suflFer the SAME thing which the person for 
whom he is substituted would have done." — Rev. A. Barnes, D. D, 

" A substitute is not a diflferent man in a different place, but 
a different man in the SAME place." — Rev, A. A, Hodge, D.D, 

Now suppose we try to carry out this idea, and apply it to 
Christ and his sufferings. Preparatory to this allow me to 
remind you that in right reasoning there must be no ambiguous 
terms used, and no equivocation or evasion — no such thing as 
using a word in two different senses, when speaking of the 
same subject \ but every term used must have a definite mean- 
ing attached to it, and this meaning must be consistently 
adhered to throughout. This is most important, yet never 
adhered to by any advocate of the commonly so-called orthodox 
view that I know of. By observing the above principle of con- 
sistency, and trying to put your theory into practice, I hope 
you will be able to see the absurdity of the doctrine of real 
Substitution ; and, if not real, it is only a sham. 

You hold that Christ died "in the stead of" sinners who 
believe ; that he stood in their " room and place ; " and that 
he endured " the penalty " due to sinners in their stead. 

* Bee Appendix, p. xzyiiL 
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1. Now, if I ask you what is the "room and jo^ace" of a 
sinner dying unforgiven, and you answer honestly and plainly, 
what must you say 1 You must reply in substance, if not in 
the exact words : "Hell,''^ with the devil and his angels." 

2. If asked. What is " the penalty T' and you answer honestly 
and t^Tiequivocally as before, you must say that the penalty is 
^^ eternal deathy"^ meaning thereby never-ending life in misery, 
or endless misery. 

Now, if you put these two ideas together and extract the 
only meaning they are capable of, you will see that your 
orthodox theory is simply this — that Christ endured endless 
misery in hell vdth the devil and his angels ! ! About as absurd 
and monstrous an idea as could possibly enter the mind of man. 

At the risk of tautology, and to render this still more plain to 
you, and place the above conclusion beyond the possibility of dis- 
pute", I will put your belief in the Syllogistic or Logical form, 
for " all reasoning must be syllogistic if it is reasoning at all — 
though not necessarily expressed in the form of a regular syllo- 
gism ;" in fact, the syllogism is " the form to which all correct 
reasoning may be reduced, and by which its validity may be 
ascertained." "Whatever the subject-matter may be the 
process itself is universally the same ; whether it relate to 
religion, law, or politics ; to literature or science ; to mind or 
matter; to subjects the most distinct and dissimilar," <fec. 
(Dr, Leechman, &c,) Accordingly, the teaching of orthodoxy — 
and your theory — when reduced to the syllogistic form, will 
stand as imder : — 

1. Christ died " instead of," and " endured <7ie p^woZ^y " due 
to the sinner (who believes). 

' See Appendix, p. xxix. " p. xxix. 
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2. The penalty due to the sinner is " eternal death " or end- 

less misery. 

3. Therefore Christ endured '* eternal death " or endless 

misery. 

The above is the legitimate result of the teaching of orthodox 
views like those you advocate, if words have any definite mean- 
ing, and I challenge you or anyone else to show the contrary, 
for when both premises are admitted — as they are by you and 
the so-called orthodox generally — " the conclusion is inevitable." 
— Leechman, Whately, dsc, 

I hope you see the absurdity of the doctrine of real and 
genuine Substitution now, and if not real, then it is only a sham 
and a delusion. Either way, the doctrine is effectually disposed 
of as a reasonable doctrine, and stands on a par with Transub- 
stantiation in this respect. When I can believe the one I think 
I shall be able to believe the other. 

If you object to reasoning as incapable of revealing the truth 
on this matter, I reply that reason does not profess to do any 
such thing, but only to test the validity of any evidence, or the 
soundness of any argument, adduced in its favour ; for, as Dr. 
Leechman says, " If any unsound mode of arguing creeps into 
the reasoning process .... one drop of Logic is that 
test which immediately disunites them, makes the foreign sub- 
stance vlsibky and precipitates it to the bottom. This is the 
province of Logic." 

Besides the above fatal proof of the fallacy of Christ being a 
'heal" and "perfect" substitute, I have the following reasons 
for rejecting it : — 

1. The principle involved, that of punishing the innocent 
"instead of" the guilty, is unjust, and it is condemned in 
Scripture : 
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" To punish the just is not good. " (Prov. xvii., 26.) 

" He that condemneth the just" . . . is an " abomination 
to the Lord." (Prov. xvii., 15.) 

" Every man shall die for his own sin." (2 Chron. xxv., 4 — 
Jerem. xxxi., 30, &c. — Ezek. xviii., 20-27, &c.) 

"Whatsoever a man soweth, tliat shall he also reap.' (Gal. 
vL, 7 — Rom. ii., 6, <fec.) 

2. The teaching of the Lord's Prayer, in which we are told 
to pray that God will " forgive us AS we forgive those who tres- 
pass against us." Think for a moment how we forgive those 
who offend or injure us. Do we require a third party to come 
between us and the offender, to "bear" our "wrath," before 
we forgive ? Certainly not, but on condition that the offender 
thoroughly repents, reforms, and manifests a sincere determina- 
tion not to repeat the offence — i,e,, forsakes his evil ways (Isaiah 
Iv., 7— Ezek. xviii., 21, 22, 27). 

3. The parable of the Prodigal Son furnishes another instance 
of reconciliation* between the offender and the offended in a 
similar manner — not a word being said about Substitution, 
although these illustrations were given by Christ himself. Was 
Christ wrong in omitting the idea of Substitution 1 He must 
have been if your theory is correct ; for just imagine an ambas- 
sador being sent by the Queen of England to the Russian or 
American Government with a message of great importance, and, 
in delivering it, he omits the most important part of it — '" the 
pith and marrow" of it — what would be thought of him 1 Such 
is Christ's position if Substitution is true, as he did omit to 
deliver this portion. 

If you exercise your reason a little more, and trust less to 

* See Appendix, p. zxz. 
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authority^ until you can find an *wfallible one who is able to 
state the truth in such clear and 2^72ambiguous language that 
there can be no two opinions about its meaning, I think you 
will soon see the fallacy of Substitution. 

Are you not told to exercise your reason and judge for your- 
self in 1 Peter iii., 15] Luke xiL, 57; 1 Cor. x., 15 ; and in 
1 Thess. v., 21, to 'prove aU things 1 Yet how many obey these 
instructions % Very few, indeed ; but I am glad to be able to 
say the number is increasing, *• and will continue to increase 
unless better arguments in proof of its truth can be adduced 
than have hitherto been, though I am afraid this is hopeless, 
the tendency of orthodox divines being to put a diflferent con- 
struction on the term Substitution, so as to make it appear 
more in accordance with reason and yet retain the name ; but 
this is not honest, for when the true and definite principle of 
Substitution is given up, the name should also be given up. 

I have looked at your references, and can see no proof, or 
even clear statement, of Substitution, though a mind biased 
by education may think he sees it. But this is not sufficient 
evidence for me : I want you, or some one, to show me by 
sound argument that it is there, and also in accordance with 
reason and consistent with other doctrines. Until this is done, 
all assertion, exhoi-tation, or warning — though well meant — is 
useless; for why should I accept the assertion of one party 
more than another when both are contrary to reason 1 

You refer me to one text (Rom. v., 10) in which more 
importance appears to be attached to the life of Christ than to 
his death. 

It would be well if you were to consider this yourself. You 

'^ See Appendix, p. zxx. 
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also refer me to the keeping of the law, and intimate that you 
could not do it until you embraced your present views. *^ It is 
singular that a periodical of the present week [came under my 
notice which] contains an account of a sermon delivered by the 
Rev. E. H. Plumtree, at Oxford University, on Sunday week, 
in which he refers to this matter, and says .: " Think of those 
who, denying what seemed fundamental truths, have yet, we 
cannot deny and dare not doubt, been seeking to keep God*s 
commandments, willing to do His will .... have put us 
to shame by their noble zeal for the emancipation of the slave 
and the recovery of the lost ; or such a one as Chunder Sen, 
the prophet of a reformed Hindooism, not yet accepting the 
revelation of God in Christ, and yet manifestly leading a life of 
prayer, in daily communion with their heavenly Father; or 
such as many among you have doubtless met here or elsewhere, 
Positivists, to whom you were first drawn as seeing in them the 
recognition of a higher law of duty and self-sacrifice than you 
had found among the worldly, the luxurious, the respectable, and 
conventional Christians among whom you had previously lived; or 
those of various shades of Unitarianism in whom you find a 
zeal in all good works — time, money, gifts devoted to the sick, 
the poor, the ignorant, a bright and hopeful sympathy which 
seems to you to come nearer than anything you have seen to 
the charity which believeth all things, endureth all things. 
What shall we say to these things] How is the promise 
fulfilled r 

Professor Plumtree, in giving utterance to the above thoughts, 
seems puzzled at "these things," but candidly and openly — 
like an honest and impartial man — admits them to be facts, 

^^ See Appendix, p. zxzL 
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and asks, " What shall we say to these things V* Yes, dear sir, 
what can you say to these things? It will puzzle many an 
orthodox mind to answer the question at all satisfactorily. 

Then as to the reference you afterwards make to your present 
condition of mind as a proof of the truth of your views, I think 
I have shown you, in the illustration of the " large firm," that 
peace of mind is no proof whatever of the truth of the doctrines 
you believe, but depends on your faith in any theory or object 
to meet your wants, for if you have sufficient faith, then this 
"faith alone^* will produce the " assurance'* you desire — the 
result being "peace of mind" — whether such faith is rightly 
placed or not ; but that it is a proof of your safety, or the truth 
of your views, I have already shown to be a fallacy, and you 
have not attempted to controvert this by any argument what- 
ever. 

I trust you will endeavour to meet this point in your next, 
as well as the objections to Substitution, without any equivo- 
cation or evasion. — I am, dear sir, yours truly, T. R. n. 



Manchester, July 10th, 1873. 
Mr. R. S T. 

Dear Sib, — Not having heard from you in reply to my last 
letter, I beg to inform you that, as I propose to publish the 
correspondence along with some other, in order to induce the 
people to thinJti and examine the matter for themselves, I think 
it proper to give you the opportunity of saying anything in 
addition to what you have said, either by way of explanation or 
otherwise. To this I trust you will not object, as I shall not 

give your name in full, but only the letters R. S ^t, unless 

you prefer it. For if your letters are good, and were calculated 
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to be profitable for me to read, it is but reasonable to suppose 
that they may be useful to others; and as I do not wish to take 
any improper advantage, I think it but fair that the public 
should see both sides and judge for themselves, believing that 
Truth is able to take care of itself, and will not suffer by a free, 
full, and open comparison with error, on whichever side it may 
be. Consequently, if you still have faith in your theory, you 
should rather rejoice at, than object to, the proposal to make it 
known in contrast with opposing views, so that the advantages 
which yours possess, if any, may be fully seen and appreciated. 
— I am, dear sir, yours truly, T. R N. 



Dundee, July 16th, 1873. 
Mr. T. R N. 

Dear Sir, — I have yours of 10th inst. to hand this morning, 
and confess I was a little surprised to hear of your proposition 
to publish the correspondence we have had with each other, to 
which I certainly have no objection. Although I don't have 
copies of all the letters I sent you, as far as I can remember, I 
said nothing but what I would say again ; but if I have, when I 
see it in print (as I hope you will send me a copy), I will at once 
make an apology for the same. 

And now, in answer to yours of the 6th March, which, strange 
to say, I was just glancing over last week, and had thought of 
answering, but something else came in the way and it was not 
done. We have a saying with us, that there is nobody so blind 
as those who are not willing to see, and it appears to me that 
this is the position you are taking up. To ask me to prove 
what is so plain, is like asking me to prove that the sun gives 
light; besides, 1 am not aware that ever I promised to prove to 
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you the doctrine of Substitution, and if you don't find it in the 
Scriptures, I should be very sorry to convince you of it. But 
as I look at 1 Peter iii., 18, my eye also catches the 24th verse 
of the second chapter : " Who his own self hare our sins in his 
cum body on the tree, that we being dead to sins should live unto 
righteousness ; by whose stripes we are healed" 

There is one remark you make which I would like to take notice 
of. It is this : that it appears to you that I have been taught to 
think of this matter in one particular way, and the force of habit 
is so powerful as to render me unable to think out of this groove, 
BO that my thinking on this matter is rather guided or determined 
by habit than by reason. Allow me to say that my thinking on 
this matter is not determined by either habit ** or reason, but 
by the Word of God, and its suitableness to my extreme need. 

Whatever you think of yourself, the only honest character I 
can give myself is that I was an enemy to God ; and I think, 
dear sir, if you would honestly try yourself by the law of God, 
you would find that there is something farther wrong with your- 
self than you have ever yet discovered. " By the law is the 
knowledge of sin." (Romans iii., 20.) 

The force of habit may be very powerful, and the force of reason 
much more powerful, but the force of need is infinitely more 
powerful than either of them. 

Can you blame one, in my case, exulting in such a scripture 
as the following 1 " God commendeth his love toward us in that 
while we were yet sinners Christ died for us. Much more then 
being now jtcstijied by his blood, we shall be saved from wrath 
through him. For if when we were enemies we were reconciled to 
God by the death of his Son, much more being reconciled we 

^* S«e Appendix, p. zxzL 
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shall be saved by his life. And not only so, but we also joy in 
God through our Lord Jesus Christ, by whom we have now re- 
ceived the atonement." This is good cheer for a bad-hearted 
sinner like me. 

In answer to the difficulties you advance regarding Substitu- 
tion, might I ask — and I hope it won't be contrary to the rules 
of right reasoning — Is it necessary that a substitute be one of 
the same abilities as the one substituted 1 Because, if so, then 
you are right, our orthodox Substitution is only a sham ; but I 
don't hold that this is necessary. Christ had power to lay 
down his life, and had power to take it again, (See John x., 17, 
18; also John v., 30.) 

" The soul that sinneth it shall die." The death implied here 
means, I think, not only death of the body, but also separation 
of the soul from God ; hence when he (Christ) bare our sins in 
his own body on the tree he cried out, " My God, my God, why 
hast thou forsaken me 1" Now, while you may find in this ex- 
pression plenty of food for argument, such as if he (Christ) be 
God, as we hold, why did he cry "my God,*' and why should he 
who knows all things [see Mark xiii., 32] ask for information % 
Still I find in it this blessed truth, that he died there for me. 
But, remember, he had power to take his life again, and although 
I had no power to do that, that does not limit the power of my 
substitute. If he had not triumphed over death, what assur- 
ance could I have had that my debt was paid 1 

If a man is to be put in prison for debt and has not anything 
to pay, he may have to stay there all his life for anything that 
he can do ; but if a substitute comes forward who has plenty 
of money, will he not be a sufficient substitute because he pays 
the debt and does not have to remain in prison? I should 
thmk he would. 
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In regard to your syllogism, I take exception to the wording 
of the second part. It may be the way orthodox people put it — 
I don*t know — but I don't find it so worded in Scripture ; and 
when you put the penalty of sin in Scripture terms you will find 
that Christ has endured that penalty. *^ 

Now, allow me to make a few remarks, and I have done. 
Suppose I were to sit at your feet and learn the art of reasoning 
and logic until I was as well up to it as you. Suppose this were 
possible, think you, would it give me a title to heaven 1 I am 
quite sure it would not, for it would leave my heart as proud 
and as full of enmity to God as ever ; and as I am sure it would 
not save me, so am I sure it won't save you. And I would again 
strongly advise you to give up your Logic and Reason, for the 
meantime, and see to the settling of a far more important 
matter, viz., how you may be just before God at last. Your 
logic is all very nice, but it won't do for a sinner awake to a 
consciousness of his sin and guilt, and I hardly suppose you will 
exempt yourself from the number of those who stand in need of 
pardon from God, and if not, then, if there is a way at all by 
which you can obtain pardon, it's surely the highest wisdom to 
attend to this first, and not leave it to peradventure. 

If you consider my former letters should find their way into 
type, I trust you will put this one in also; and as this may be my 
last allow me to finish with a verse of Scripture which I quoted 
before, viz.: "This is a faithful saying and worthy of all 
acceptation, that Christ Jesus came into the world to save 
sinners, of whom I am chief" (1 Tim. i., 15). — ^Yours truly, 

R. S T. 



^* Bee Appendix, p. xxxi. 
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Manchester, Aug. 4th, 1873. 
Mr. R S T. 

Dear Sib, — In yours of 16th ult. — after alluding to the pub- 
lishing of this correspondence — you say that " it appears to you 
that I have taken up the position, of those to whom the saying 
* there is nobody so blind as those who are not willing to see ' is 
applicable.** 

Now, I think that when you wrote the above you either did 
not see, or were " not willing to see " the meaning of what I 
said in my letter of March 6th, or you would certainly not have 
made use of such an expression. 

As you appear to be so confident that it is*/ who am " blind," 
and you who can " see," I should like to put this point fairly 
and fully to the test by the proper use of the only means you 
have at command for deciding the matter, viz., reason. Will 
you do so before concluding this correspondence? You have 
not done so yet. You have not replied to my argument about 
FOR, one of the chief words on which the orthodox rely for 
evidence that Christ "was a true and perfect substitute. Why 
do you shirk this point if you can see so plainly ? You assert 
that this doctrine is " so plain " that I might as well ask you 
" to prove that the sun gives light." Do you really believe that 
this is so 1 If it is, will you tell me how it is that some of the 
most learned and best of men have differed, and do still differ 
among themselves, about its being taught in Scripture 1** If it 
were so plain as you say, they could not differ as they do 
about it. 

Do they differ about the sim giving light, the multiplication 
table, or about water running up-hill ] Certainly not, as you 

^^ See Appendix, p. xxxi. 
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well know. But why not 1 Simply because they really are so 
plain as to be self-evident. And if this doctrine were as plain 
as that the sun gives light, no two intelligent men would be 
found to differ as they do about it, because it, also, would be 
self-evident. This may safely be predicated. This being so, it 
follows that your analogy about it and the sun giving light is a 
fallacy. 

I must repeat a former question, as you have taken no 
notice of it whatever, and beg of you to bear it in mind. It 
is this. You say that you find this doctrine in 1 Peter ii., 
24 ; iii., 18, &c. The Roman Catholic says he finds the doctrine 
of Transubstantiation in Matt, xxvi., 26 ; Mark xiv., 22 ; Luke 
xxii., 19 ; John vi., 51, 53, &c. 

Now, why should I accept your finding in preference to the 
finding of the Roman Catholic, when you cannot support your 
finding by '* right reason" any more than he can his 1 As a 
good and suitable answer to this question may help to throw 
some light on the matter, and enable you to see something 
which you have not yet seen, I trust you will no longer evade 
it, but endeavour to give me a good reason for accepting the 
one and rejecting the other, more especially as the question is 
put in the interest of TRUTH, and you are told " to give an 
answer to every man that asketh you a reason for the hope 
that is in you," in the same book and chapter you quote from 
yourself (1 Peter iii., 15). 

Why have you not answered this question before, seeing that 
so many Roman Catholics say they find the doctrine of Tran- 
substantiation there 1 Is it because you think you would have 
to resort to reason in order to do so, and this much-maligned 
thing (though the greatest gift bestowed on man by God) may 
be against you ] If so, allow me to inform you that you have 
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been reasoning all along either rightly or wrongly, as every one 
does, whether he speaks or writes on awy subject, and you have 
no alternative but to do so when writing to me. Is it not, then, 
much the best and wisest plan to reason rightly 1 

You say that your " thinking on this matter is not deter- 
mined by either habit or reason, but by the Word of God/* But 
surely you must not have been really thinking of the meaning 
of the words you used when you wrote the above, for how can 
you have any idea of the Word of God, or distinguish it from 
what is not the Word of God, unless by the aid of reason 1 
Will you be good enough to tell me how, as this is a thing I 
cannot see — in fact am blind to — although willing and desirous 
to see 1 And if you can tell wliat is the Word of God, and how 
you are determined by it, vdthout your reason, you should be able 
to tell me, with the help of reason, how this is done. 

But if you really think of the matter, I believe you will find 
that you could not express yourself coherently on any subject 
whatever, or even condemn me for holding or rejecting certain 
opinions without the aid of reason. Could a horse or an ox, or 
even a human being bom an idiot, express an opinion on any 
subject, favoumble, or unfavourable, or see Substitution in the 
texts you name if you were to read the passages to them in the 
clearest possible voice, and assure them it is there? No, 
certainly. Why not ? Because they have not sufficient 
reason. 

The Rev. H. Ward Beecher says [in sermon " The Bible to 
be Spiritually Interpreted "] : " No man would be shocked 

if I were to say that in order to imderstand 

botany you must go out of the book. You cannot understand 
what is in the book on botany till you go outside of it, and 
see that to which it refers in the fields and in the woods . . . <• 
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Take Cuvier's works, and Agassiz*s works, and the works of 
other naturalists. The animal kingdom is not inside them. 
Neither insects, nor fishes, nor birds, nor the mammalia are 
there. Where are they % Everywhere, round and round the 
the globe. The book is only a collection of symbols and 
descriptions. 

" If you want to know about these things, you must go and 
look at them. You must study the book to understand the 
thing, and you must study the thing to understand the book. 
You must verify the description by the life, everwhere and 
always. You do not understand geography in the book, if you 
do not understand the elements of it outside of the book. 
The same is true of a chart of the sea. No man has a chart 
wet, with all the ocean in it. A chart is a dry bit of paper 
with lines drawn upon it. There are no capes, or bays, or 
harbours in it. The world of hydrography is outside of charts. 

" But if I were to say to you that you cannot interpret the 
Bible except by going out of the Bible, many of you would be 
shocked. And yet that is the very line of the instances which 
I have been enumerating .... You must use that book 
so that it will help you as a chart helps a mariner ; as a work 
on geography helps a student of geography ; as a treatise on 
natui'al history helps the learner of natural history ; and as a 
work on botany helps those who are studying the vegetable 
kingdom. .... 

" It is your experience that interprets Scripture .... 
When it says .... crocodile, or lamb, or wolf, or sheep, 
or what not, there is i^o animal that rises up out of the page 
to show you what it means. You must go out of doors, if you 
have not been there already, and see what these names mean. 
And likewise, when Scripture speaks of certain 
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states of mind, the mind, in those states, must necessarily 
come before our thought and investigation, in order that we 
may understand what is taught. 

" Hence, human life is God's commentary on the Bible. 
God*s providence is a perpetual revelation. It throws its light 
of interpretation upon the old revelation of the letter. It 
opens up in man's experience the inner realm of truth .... 
Now, when I preach to you that you are to take the providence 
of God, in the successive experiences of the Churchy and carry 
it back into the Word, to give light to the interpretation, there 
are many who say, * This is a very dangerous doctrine. It is 
putting human experience above the Bible.' But I say, No. . . 

" And a man may peruse the Book as much as he pleases ; 
he may hold the Bible before his eyes till he is Bible-blind ; he 
may run himself into stupidity and ignorance by worshipping 
the Bible, if he only looks at the letter, or the sentence ; whereas 
if he takes the letter in one hand, and life in the other, they 
will throw light respectively on each other ; and so to both of 
them will come true illumination. 

" * But,' say men, * do you not, by this process, leave the 
whole Word of God subject to the reason of man V You cannot 
leave it to anything else. I aver, as a fundamental maxim, 
that where there is no reason there is no revelation. I would 
like to see the Ten Commandments comprehended by a tortoise. 
I would like to see the Gospel made intelligible to an opossum 
in the moonlight wood. I would like to see the teachings of 
Scripture understood by an ox browsing in the field. It cannot 
be done. No creature can receive the revelations of the Bible 
without reason. This is the very door, the very window, the 
very instrumentality by which you come into communion with 
God through revelation. You cannot do it any other way. 
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" The Bible, then, is to be mterpreted by going right to life. 
It is only a help which God has given to man. In the Bible, 
God is only a teacher by the Holy Ghost. * But,* it is asked, 
*are you not liable to make mistakes 'I' I should think you 
were. I do not know of anybody that does not make mistakes* 
The eyes are good evidence, are they not 1 and yet there are no 
things that you make more mistakes with than the eyes. . . . 
It is not what a man has in his eye, but what he has back of 
his eye, that determines what he shall see. That man who is 
full of wrath sees what wrath colours ; that man who is full of 
jealousy, what jealousy inspires ; that man who is full of indig- 
nation, what indignation points out. . . . Men say, * You 
must not trust your reason.' No, not absolutely. How much 
we are opposed to the Pope at Rome ! Would that we were half 
as much opposed to the Pope at home ! I am fallible, and you 
are fallible, surprising as it may seem. We assert a thing and 
we are certain of it. * Everybody,' we say, ' ought to be satis- 
fied in his own mind.' A man may be satisfied in his own mind 
for the time being ; but no man can be absolutely sure. We 

are fallible at the very best Our knowledges are all 

more or less marred. But when I hear persons say that we must 
not use our reason, and that we must take the Bible just as we find 
it, I say you cannot unless you have a reason to use on it."* 

To test the truth of this, ask a person born an idiot to deter- 
mine his thinking by the " Word of God," and you will find he 
cannot^ simply because he has not sufficient reason to do so ; 
but, I believe, and experience shows it to be true, that the so- 
called (theological) thinking of most persons is determined 
more by habit than by reason. If this were not so, how can 

* Christian World Palpit, June J8th, 1873. 



"MR. R. S ^T" VERSUS «T. R." 129 

you account for the majority of people bom and educated in 
certain localities holding creeds peculiar to those localities ) e,g.^ 
the majority bom and educated in Turkey are Mahommedans ^ 
in Russia or Greece, of the Greek Church ; in Belgium, Austria, 
Ireland, <&c., Roman Catholics ; in Scotland, Presbyterians ; in 
th« agricultural districts of England, Church of England ; in 
certain parts of England, as Cornwall and Yorkshire, the 
Methodists prevail ; in other parts, as Wales, the Baptists are 
numerous ; and in the large towns generally dissenters of 
various kinds are more numerous than churchmen. Yet all 
may have the same Bible. How do you account for this, I 
repeat, except from habit formed by the accidents of birth and 
education in most cases, and false reasoning m others 1 

Before railways and steamboats were invented this was more 
marked than at present, as the facility now given for travelling 
has induced people to remove, and so has modified these 
peculiarities ; but sufficient evidence remains to show that a 
particular creed is more general in some localities than others. 
This being an indisputable fact, I conclude that habit has more 
to do with the formation of belief than reason. As a plain 
illustmtion on a small scale in this eoimtry take Cornwall, where 
Methodism prevails, and Scotland, where Presbyterianism is the 
common faith, and Ireland, where Popery has obtained such a 
hold, and yet all have the same kind of reason [different only 
in degree], and all have access to the same Bible. 

An inquiry into the cause of this difference may be useful, 
and convince you that the teaching of the Bible is rvot " so plain " 
as you say. 

Then I must again remind you that you have not rej^ed to 
my objections, but passed them over almost without notice. I 
regret this, as it will oblige me to repeat them xmtil you do 
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notice them or say you decline to do so, which will unnecessarilj 
prolong this correspondence. I endeavour to reply to all you 
say, but if I should omit any point you consider important, I 
will attend to it if you will only remind me of it. 

As to your question, " Is it necessary that a Substitute be 
one of the same abilities as the one Substituted]" to this T 
reply, Certainly, for if he has not the same (or equal) abilities 
he cannot do the same things so well as the one in whose '' room 
and stead " he stands, and therefore is not the perfect Substitute 
orthodoxy teaches, but simply an apology for one, and therefore 
a sham, as God would not do things less perfectly than man, 
seeing that He has all power. 

This must be self-evident, I think; and as we have to do with 
facts, I presume, your holding the contrary is of no consequence, 
because no man's opinion will alter a faict. I may here remark, 
notwithstanding the common opinion that "with God all things 
are possible," there are certain things God cannot do — e.^., He 
cannot contradict himself ; He cannot make a thing to he and 
not be at the same time ; He cannot cause light and darkness to 
co-exist, <&c. 

You also say that the decUh the sinner is subject to is not only 
death of the body but " separation of the soul from God." This 
is orthodox so far, but orthodoxy also teaches that this separa- 
tion is to continue for ever and ever, and that the soul will 
endure indescribable torments without end. I beg of you to 
think of this when you say or hear your teachers say that Christ 
suffered the death, or the punishment, penalty, or curae due to 
the sinner in his stead. You surely cannot maintain that Christ 
endured separation from God, &c., for ever and ever, except by 
equivocation,^^ which is false reasoning, for to do so would be to 

- - - ■ - ■ ■■ — - ■ 

1* Bee Appendix, p. zxxil. 
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hold, from yoUr standpoint, that God was and is separated 
from himself ! ! which is perfect nonsense ; and yet this is 
virtually and logically the teaching of those who teach that 
Christ suffered tlve death due to the sinner ! ! 

You will no doubt remember that you said to me personally 
the last time I saw you that this death included endless exist- 
ence in ^^ real fire arid brimstone" Do you hold this view still 1 

I hope you will carefully reply to this argument about the 
death due to the sinner without equivocation, if possible, as I have 
never yet met with a writer or speaker who could do so. 

You then produce the old illustration of a man owing a debt, 
and having nothing to pay it, is to go to prison, but a friend 
comes forward as his substitute, pays the debt, and saves him 
from going to prison. 

This, though a very common illustration of the doctrine, is 
fallacious, and one which you dare not stick to ; and I am rather 
surprised that, at this stage of the correspondence, you should 
have introduced it. It is to me indubitable proof that you do 
not really think and reason correctly about the matter. This 
is known as the commercial idea, and though formerly considered 
a valid illustration, is now condemned and rejected by many 
orthodox divines, because they are using their reason more than 
formerly, and consequently see through the fallacy. I exposed 
this fallacy in my letter of March 6th, but will briefly refer to 
it again. 

Suppose, for sake of argument, the debt is £100, and the 
debtor cannot pay when pressed for the amount. A substitute 
pays the £100 for him. The debtor is then free, it is true ; 
but there are two fatal objections, to this illustration baing a 
true analogy. 1st. The Substitute, Christ, who pays the debt, 
is more kind, more generous, loving, and forgiving, than God, 
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who is the creditor, for he not only freely gives the £100 in 
full, according to this theory, but does not ask for repayment ; 
and God, being thus paid in full, cannot exercise mercy and 
forgiveness, for who/ is there to forgive if the debt be paid in 
full*? 2nd. The £100 represents, by analogy, the penalty, 
punishment, or deat^i due to the sinner or debtor, which is 
separation from God, and horrible misery in fire and brimstone 
for ever and ever, according to your view. 

Now, I ask you seriously, can you honestly adhere to your 
illustration, and, by so doing, maintain that CEirist paid this 
debt of £100 reaU$/ in full by actually being separated jfrom 
God, and enduring endless misery in fire, without indulging in 
that Jesuitical practice of mental reservation or equivocation ? 

I hope you will at once honourably and boldly look the 
above objections fairly in the face, and give me a definite reply 
as to whether you can honestly accept your own analogy or 
not ; or, if you think my reasoning is not correct, be good 
enough to point out where and why it is wrong. Your reason- 
ing, as shown by the above illustration, is plainly, by equivoca- 
tion in the word debt or death, to which you give a dovhlt 
meaning, sometimes taking it in one sense and sometimes 
in the other; consequently it is a fallacy. Do you not see 
this? 

You then say that you object to the second part of my 
syllogism, although it may be the way orthodox people put it, 
but do not say why. Now, I ask you to be candid, and show 
me where it is wrong, and put it in the form you consider it 
ought to be, or confess you cannot. If you do not do this, I 
shall be under the necessity of concluding that the saying you 
apply to me, in the early part of your letter, is more applicable 
to yourself, but hope I may not have to arrive at so unfavour- 
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able a judgment ; but as I shall endeavour to decide in accord- 
ance with the evidence, I shall have no alternative if you 
persist in your present course of reasoning. 

To show you that J. have faith in my position, I am willing 
to submit my syllogism with yours — ^when you have corrected 
it to suit your views — to any good authority, being a professor 
of logic. Will you agree to this ] Will your faith enable you 
to carry out this proposal 1 

■ You then say that you are sure that the art of Reasoning 
and Logic will not give you a title to heaven. But, as I never 
said it would, this is a purely gratuitous and unnecessary 
assertion. All I claim for Logic is that it will enable you to 
detect any error in the reasoning of others, as well as to reason 
correctly yourself. This I consider most important, as it will 
often save you from error and from being imposed upon by the 
sophistry of others. 

I take the liberty of reminding you that the blind or credu- 
lous acceptance of an illogical and unreasonable creed will not 
give you a title to heaven, and consider a good life of far more 
importance than holding a particular set of theological opinions.** 

You then advise me **to give up, for the meantime, my 
Logic and Reason," and attend to something far more impor- 
tant. But this is impracticable advice, for if I were to give up 
my reason — which I could not, and would not if I could — my 
actions " for the meantime" would be those of an idiot; how 
then could I attend to anything far more important, for without 
reason neither you nor I would or could act otherwise in this 
matter than the brute creation 1 

Although your advice is, no doubt, well meant, from your 

^* Bee Appendix, p. ttxIH. 



134 "MR. R. S T" VERSUS "T. R." 

standpoint, as the Roman Catholic's would also be who advised 
me to adopt his views, yet I cannot help being so uncharitable 
as to think that those who advise the giving up and the abnegat- 
ing one's reason would be rightly served if they were to be de- 
prived of their reason, just "for the meantime," in order that 
they may show us how they would act under the circumstances. 

When I call to mind the fact that you profess to believe 
what is recorded in the Bible of God, viz., that He said, 
" Come, now, let us reason together," and put your advice — ^to 
give up my reason — by the side of this, it occurs to me that 
your advice and God's exhortation do not agree, and that I 
have before me two antagonistic authorities. Which of them 
must I obey ] I cannot obey both — i,e,, give up mj reason 
and reason without it. The only thing left me to do is to appeal 
to reason, to know which I shall try to do, and this tells me to 
obey the former, and so does St. Paul, when he says, " Prove all 
things, and hold fast that which is good." This I endeavour to do, 
but I could not prove anything, or choose between good and bad, 
and hold fast the former, without the aid of reason. Could you 1 

Peter, also, must have been favourable to the exercise of 
reason when he said, "Be ready always to give an answer to 
every man that asketh you a reason of the hope that is in 
you." So, also, Christ, who says, " Why, even of yourselves, 
judge ye not what is right]" (Luke xii., 57). 

I trust that in replying to this, you will confine yourself to 
the subject as closely as possible, and notice the objections 
made in previous letters fairly and fully. When you have said 
all you have to say in support of the subject specially in hand, 
I shall tlien have no objection to write upon some other subject 
related to, or distinct from this. — I remain, dear sir, yours truly, 

Mr. R. S— t, Dundee. T. R n. 
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Dundee, September 8th, 1873. 
Mr. T. R ^N. 

Dear Sir, — In reply to yours of 4th ult., in looking up a 
small Johnson's dictionary I have beside me, I find he gives as 
the meaning of reason 1st, "A faculty of the soul to dis- 
tinguish good from evil ; cause, principle, motive." 2nd, " To 
argue or examine rationally." It was in the sense of arguing*'' 
that I used the word reason in mine of 16th July. I have no 
doubt but you understood this. Another thing I wish to take 
notice of is an incomplete quotation you give from my letter, 
viz., " My thinking on this matter is not determined by either 
habit or reason, but by the Word of God ;" missing the latter 
part, " and its suitableness to my extreme need.'** — Dear sir, I 
remain yours truly, - R. S t. 



This letter not being a reply to that of August 4th was not 
answered. It evades the subject under discussion, and, I am 
sorry to say, is very much like the conclusion of the Forward 
correspondence, in which the writer suddenly jumped from the 
proper subject about which the correspondence originated, and 
the promise to " attend to it soon," to a totally different topic. 

Whether this was done for the purpose of diverting one's 
attention from the subject in hand, as previously suggested, 
and shelving it, the reader can form his own opinion. But what- 
ever may have been the reason, such a course certainly cannot 
strengthen the cause of orthodoxy. 

The termination of this correspondence has only tended still 
more to confirm my opinion that orthodoxy cannot successfully 



'* See Appendix, p. zxxiiL 
* We do not think this ominion affects the znatter at aU. 
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be maintained, and must ultimately make way for a truer and 
more rational system of religion, just as other and more gross 
superstitions have given way to it, in which the life shall be 
treated as the most important and central point, and all fixed 
creeds looked upon, like slavery, as relics of the barbarous and 
superstitious ages of the past. 

All the great persecutions which the world has seen, includ- 
ing the Crucifixion of Christ, the burnings at the stake — 
whether by Roman Catholic or Protestant — the chief wars of 
the world, and nearly all the petty persecutions that have 
existed, and still exist in our own day — for at present, in some 
localities, to be professedly unorthodox is not only to be subject 
to a civil, religious, and social bann, but it will draw upon you 
such an expression of opinion as to amount to a notice to quit, 
and this even from those who profess to believe and teach the 
doctrines of him who said " love your enemies " and " resist 
not evil,"— can be traced to the theological superstitions preva- 
lent at the time. In proof of this many instances could be 
given, two of which present themselves to my mind just now: — 
One of them, a lady keeping a school, was ruined by her mon 
party, or sect, because she changed her belief respecting the 
natural immortality of the sotd. This case was brought before 
the public, and subscriptions solicited for her in consequence by 
the Rev. K White, Tufnell Park, London (see Christian World, 
Nov., 1870). The other is a case in which two gentlemen 
received notices to quit from their landlord. Captain Messiter, 
in consequence of the material assistance they gave for the 
building of a Wesleyan chapel, &c., at the village of Stoford, 
near Yeovil, and is related in the Methodist Recorder (June, 
1872) by Rev. Wm. Talbot, Wesleyan Minister. 

In such cases as these people are persecuted and suffer because 
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they are honest ; for had they simulated the hypocrite, and 
professed to sympathise with the dominant or popular party, 
when in reality in their hearts and minds they did not, they 
would have been patronised and supported in their respective 
positions. 

Profession, teaching, and practice have, however, been proved 
by the experience of the past and the present to be totally 
different things, but nothing should be taught as necessary to be 
believed which is not, or cannot be, reduced to practice, like 
Substitution. 

What we want is a religion which puts prominently forth the 
principle that profession shall count for nothing and practice as 
everything, on the principle that " a tree is known by its fruits " 
(Matt. xiL, 33 ; Luke vi., 44), which, in reality, means less 
faith as commonly understood (for this is credulity), and more 
GOOD works, so that a certain old saying may not only be 
generally believed but actually realised — " He that doeth right- 
eousness w righteous" (1 John iii., 7), and not he that believeth 
that another has been righteous " in his room and stead ;" for if 
we want to get rid of the immoralities which so abound, we 
must first get rid of that which helps to foster and support 
them — the immoral creeds*® which teach that salvation depends 
more upon believing certain theoretical doctrines than upon 
doing and working. If the world is to be regenerated, we must 
throw to the winds the old superstition so commonly taught, 
that '' ALL was done long, long ago," and teach that a great 
deal has to be done now. 

What we want is a religion of duty, in which every one shall 
be taught to do that which is right because it is right, and to 

>* Bee Appendix, p. xxxlH. 
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speak the truth for the love of the truth, and leave the result 
to God — teachers and preachers setting an example to • their 
pupils and congregations. If this system were thoroughly acted 
upon, we should be in a fair way of realising the golden rule of 
" doing unto others as we would that others should do unto us,'* 
or rather as others ought to do unto us, and of fulfilling the 
'^two commandments on which hang all the law and the 
prophets" (Matt, xiii., 40). 

This would be a religion of duty — the doing right jfrom right 
motives, both physically, socially, morally, and spiritually — and 
is the only religion that can ultimately benefit mankind and 
raise them " out of the horrible pit " of superstition and " out 
of the miry clay" of sin and ignorance in which the great majority 
of the human race now are, and " set their feet upon a rock " 
of righteousness and truth, and so " establish their goings." 

But how is this to be accomplished ? By our preachers and 
teachers everywhere exercising their reason more than they have 
done; renouncing the superstitions and visionary theories of the 
past; ascertaining, to the best of their abilities, what are the 
immutable and inexorable laws of God, for which our reason 
has most certainly been given to us; practising them and teach- 
ing them to others in a proper spirit ; always keeping the mind 
open to receive more light, through whatever channel it may 
come, no matter whether it be through a Moses, Christ, Luther, 
Knox, Wesley, Colenso, or the modem "medium," the only 
condition necessary is that it he truth. God would then assuredly 
crown such efforts with success, as it would be both acknow- 
ledging Him, honouring Him, and showing a desire in reality to 
obey His will — without the hypocrisy so common now — which 
we are told is the passport to a knowledge of the truth. 
(John vii., 17.) 
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And as the obeying God's laws must be the doing His will, 
we should then be doing our duty both to God and our neigh- 
bour, and so fulfilling " ilie whole duty of man ; '* for if it were 
not so, His will and His laws must be opposed to each other, 
which cannot be, as this would be a contradiction. 

We therefore conclude that obeying His laws is the doing 
His will. 

This idea is not inaptly expressed by the Boston Christian 
(and quoted in the Times of Aug. 2nd, 1873), in the following 
words : — 

" The Religion *• we Want. 

"We want a religion that bears heavily, not only on the 
* exceeding sinfulness of sin,' but on the exceeding rascality of 
lying and stealing — a religion that banishes small measures 
from the counter, smaU baskets from the stall, pebbles from 
the cotton-bags, clay from the paper, sand from sugar, chicory 
from coffee, alum from bread, and water from the milk-cans. 
The religion that is to save the wof-ld will not put all the big 
strawberries at the top and all the little ones at the bottom. 
It will not make one-half pair of shoes of good leather and the 
other half of poor leather, so that the first shall redound to the 
maker's credit and the second to his cash. It will not put 
Jouvin's stamp on Jenkin's kid gloves, nor make Paris bonnets 
in the back room of a Boston milliner's shop ; nor let a piece 
of velvet that professes to measure twelve yards come to an 
untimely end in the tenth, or a spool of sewing silk that 
vouches for twenty yards be nipped in the bud at fourteen-and- 
a-half; nor all-wool delaines and all-linen handkerchiefs be 
amalgamated with clandestine cotton; nor coats made of old 

'* Bee Appendix, p. xxxiv. 
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rags pressed together be sold to the unsuspecting public for 
broadcloth. It does not put bricks at five dollars per thousand 
into chimnejs it contracts to build of seven-dollar material ; 
nor smuggle white pine into floors that have paid for hard pine ; 
nor daub the ceilings that ought to be smoothly plastered ; nor 
make window-blinds with slats that cannot stand the wind, and 
paint that cannot stand the sun, and fastenings that may be 
looked at but are on no account to be touched. The I'eligion 
that is going to sanctify the world pays its debts. It does not 
consider that forty cents return for a hundred cents given is 
according to the Gospel, though it may be according to law. 
It looks on a man who has failed in trade, and who continues 
to live in luxury, as a thief." 

The carrying out of this idea, we maintain, would reduce all 
the crimes and miseries which are now so prevalent — after 
hundreds of years of orthodox teaching and preaching, with all 
its vast agencies — ^from the great crimes of murder, adultery, 
drunkenness, &c., on the one hand, to the minor sins of life on 
the other hand, including the fashionable " not-at-home " and 
the ungentlemanly and seijlah habit of smoking in noT^-smoking 
compartments — if not the habit itself — ^to that minimum of 
which our present imperfect natures are capable ; at the same 
time impressing upon the mind the important fact that in pro- 
portion to our love of truth and righteousness in this life and 
the progress we make towards perfection, so will our reward and 
capacity for enjoyment be in the next. 

This we consider a religion of common sense, really in "accord- 
ance with reason " and quite consistent with the general teach- 
ings of Christ. 

But this can only be done by the proper cultivation of the 
means with which God has provided us, viz., the faculties of 
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reason and conscience (however much the ir-rational may taboo 
reason in this matter they can do nothing without it); for what- 
ever assistance God may render a man who is earnestly and 
conscientiously desirous of doing right, we do not believe He will 
exempt him from the duty of properly and profitably employing 
the talents which have been given him to use, but, like the 
faithful steward, will require him to make a profitable use of 
them, or suffer loss as an unfaithful steward (Matt, xxv., 20 — 30) ; 
as the contrary would necessitate a miraculous intervention to 
save man, which we think is too preposterous to entertain, for 
even a wise man, much less God, would never resort to extra- 
ordinary and special means to accomplish any object when 
sufficient ordinary means are available. 

This, we think, all must allow. 

The religion we need, then, is a natural and rational 
religion, by which a man will be raised and elevated by means 
placed at his disposal by his Creator, and which he may and 
can use as readily and as profitably as did the faithful steward 
use his talents, and for the non-exercise of which he must be 
held responsible, to the extent of his knowledge and ability to 
perform them ; but orthodoxy teaches that a man is responsible 
for not doing that which he cannot, i,e., he will be pimished for 
not believing that which he is unable' to do, because the evidence, 
to him, is insufficient ; and, besides, this punishment is not to be 
proportionate to the offence, but is to consist of " indescribable " 
and " unspeakable " torments throughout all eternity ! ! 

This religion must be a practical life religion of duty, leaving 
the stereotyped creeds of the churches to be considered of minor 
or secondary importance as essential to salvation, instead of 
making them binding and necessary to be believed, because 
there is no absolute proof that any one of them is true. 
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The only belief of any practical use, and necessary, is that 
which really produces right and good actions in the life; but that 
a belief in the doctrine of " The Atonement," either does, or is 
necessarily calculated to produce this result, is a fallacy, of 

• 

which we have sufficient evidence, as any one may satisfy 
himself of by noticing the lives and conduct of believers in this 
doctrine. By this it is not intended that no believers in this 
doctrine lead good and proper lives, but that such conduct is 
not necessarily the result of such belief; in fact, many people 
are better than their creed. 

Again, that there are good men who do not believe it must 
also be admitted, and is a further argument against its neces- 
sity. Professor Plumtree, for instance, acknowledges this.* 
Even a man of the strict views of Mr. Wesley admitted it.t 
And he would be a bold and unscrupulous bigot who would 
maintain the contrary ; for what, if true, would become of 
those millions of human beings who never even heard of it 1 
For we read that "faith cometh by hearing;** and "how shall 
they believe in him of whom they have not heard?" and " how 
shall they hear without a preacher]" 

The above propositions being admitted as true, it follows of 
necessity that this doctrine cannot be the sine qua non, and 
" the most stupendous display of wisdom and righteousness, " 
we are told it is. 

This being so, let all who believe the two great command- 
ments upon which hang all the law and the prophets, give 
their serious attention to this matter, and endeavour to throw 
aside all prejudice, and strive earnestly to know the will of God, 
live in harmony therewith themselves, and use their opportu- 

• See page 117. t See Wesley's Works. 
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nities to instruct others in the way of righteousness and truth. 
They will then have done some good in their day and generation, 
and will have the consolation of knowing that they have done 
something towards improving the condition of their fellow-men, 
&nd leaving the world better than they found it, which should 
be the aim of every right-minded man and woman. 

Such persons will not have lived in vain : and let them be 
assured that, as truly as there is a God who gives to ** every 
man according to his deeds," so '^ to him that soweth righteous- 
ness shall be given a sure reward " (Pro v. xi., 18). 

Of the vast majority of mankind, we regret to say, it may be 
truly said that, 

" Their reason sleeps, but mimic fancy wakes, 
Supplies her parts, and wild ideas takes 
From words and things, ill-sorted and misjoined — 
The anarchy of thought and chaos of the mind." 

Therefore, 

" The boldest utterances are needed now. 

The heaviest blows, the most heroic deeds ; 
For still infatuated millions bow 

To superstition, with its palsying creeds. 
And false tradition holds them in its chains, 

And hoar avthority their reason stays, 
And blind credulity its grasp retains. 

And the dead past the living present sways. 
Then blow the trumpet, raise the standard high ; 

LET US ADVANCE, and aU our foes defy." 
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NOTES TO CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN "FORWARD" 

MAGAZINE AND " T. R." 



Note 1, Page 12. 

The popular idea respecting " peace " will be sliown to be erroneous in 
another portion of this correspondence. 

Note 2, Page 13. 

That the word for does not necessarily mean "instead of* will be 
show^n elsewhere (pp. 66 — 69), and is partly admitted in the following sentence 
when the writer says, " As one dies for another, so died Christ for us." Let 
the reader ask himself how one man dies for another, and he will find that it 
is not as a substitute. To die as a substitute implies that had not he died 
another or others would have died for whom he was a substitute. Let every 
one apply this for himself, and he will see, we think, that this cannot be 
truly said of Christ, nor of the martyrs, patriots, and others who have died 
in fulfilment of what they believed to be their duty, as Christ also did. 

Note 3, Page 13. 

That "Substitution is one of the main doctrines of the Word of 

God " is mere assertion ; we want proof ; it is promised ; shall we get it ? 

Nous verrons. 

No IE 4, Page 13. 

The theory "T. B. had in his mind when he issued the challenge,** 
was the theory advocated by "A." himself on p. 12, and which he stated in 
the following words : " Jesus Christ stood in the room and stead of men, so 
that he did what they ought to have done, suffered WHAT thej ought to 
have suffered, and is what they ought to aim to become.'* T. R. distinctly 
and emphatically denies that portion italicised, the proof of which he 
<ukSf and "A** has promised to give. Let us see if he fulfils his engagement. 

• 

Note 5, Page 13. 

It should be self- evident that mxiny things are "more reasonable** 
than that Christ should " bear in his own self the sorrows and sufferings 
which men should have endured,** when we call to mind what tJiese sufferings 
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are said to be, viz. : eternal suffering, endless misery, " indescribable " and 
** unspeakable," so that " no language nor imagination can reach the reality.'' 
** To bear sins is an ambiguous expression, and has not always a clear and 
definite meaning." (Dr. Whitley, ** The Atonement,*' p. 191.) 

Note 6, Page 14. 

If so reasonable as here represented, then surely its reasonableness can 
be made clear by sound argument. Why is not this done ? 

Note 7, Page 14. 

The reader will please judge for himself who does "not understand 
the true doctrine of Substitution"— whether it be *'A" or "T. R." 

Note 8, Page 20. 

That "T. R. . . . . . dropped, most conveniently, aU mention of 

the £20 " is not correct will be readily seen by referring to previous letter 

(p. 18), where the following words occur : " / reiterate the challenpe for proof 

of its truth." 

Note 9, Page 21. 

The above hypothesis having no existence except in the writer's imagina- 
ti; n, needs no further remark. As to the appointment of the judge 
if "A.'' had made the inquiry at the commencement he would thenhskwe 
learnt who it was proposed to appoint as judge as well as now. 

This question is answered in next letter, which appears to have scared '* A. ' 
although, as will be seen, he would have a voice in the appointment. Why 
it should, let those who read this correspondence judge for themselves. 

Note 10, Page 21. 

The answer to this question may be, we think, fairly given as by 
induction, just as the Copemican system of astronomy is proved — by 
reason; for the Bible nowhere plainly says that Christ was a real suhstUutt 
for the sinner, nor does it use words which necessarily imply this ; and if it 
did, such a view could not be consistently held, as it would clash with other 
orthodox doctrines, viz., eternal punishment and the deity of Christ, as will 
be seen in another part of this correspondence. This is important, as truth 
must be, and is always consistent with itself. And to cry " mystery " in 
order to shelve an inconsistency, will not avail. The Reman Catholics do 
this; hvLtyou{i.e,, orthodox people) will not admit it then. When *' A." 
speaks of the Bible as " the standard of appeal," he little thinks what this 
view would lead to unaccompanied by the exercise of right reason. 

Does he not know that slavery was supported for ages by appealing to the 
letter of the Bible— the Methodist Episcopal Church in America having 
divided into " North " and "South" on this question; also submission to 
unjust rulers equally with just, on the ground that " the powers that he are 
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ordained of (rod," and that " whosoever .... resisteth the power 
resisteth the ordinance of Grod ; and .... shall" consequently 
** receive .... damnation " ? Why have these beliefs been given up 
to such an extent, except through the exercise of reason ? If the principle 
was just a few hundred years ago, is it not so now ? for the Bible has not 
changed— at least, for the last three hundred years. 

Polygamy, State-Churchism, Apostolic Succession, Infallibility, Tran- 
substantiation, Divine Right of Kings, are still advocated on this principle. 

Dr. Candlish says (**The Atonement," p. 50, &c.)i "The jealous dread of 
human reasoning may become itself an unreasoning prejudice ; . . . . 
and the appeal to the Bibl« may come to-be according to th« sound rather 
than the sense, .... if particular expressions are seized upon, 
isolated, and appropriated by disputants, apart from those general considera- 
tions, of a Scriptural as well as rational authority and weight, on which it 
may be found, after all, that the settlement of the meaning of these very 
expressions themselves must for the most part largely depend." And " that 
it is a great mistake to imagine that to treat a subject scripturally means 
merely to stiing together a catalogue or concordance of quotations." 

The author of " Seed Scattered Broadcast " (p. 150), referring to proof by 
stringing passages together, says, "You could prove almost anything by 
that method." 

The author of Bishop Jennets prixe essay on ** The Atonement '' (by the 
Kev. J. Holljrwood, M.A:, 1872), actually gives the passages, ** He died /or our 
sins," and " He was wounded for our transgressions, he was bruised for our 
iniquities," &c., as illustrations in proof of Substitution ; but if we read for 
in these passages as instead «/, the fallacy will be self-evident, as it makes 
nonsense. 

Mr. Thos. Cooper, in a sermon preached in Queen-street Congregational 
Chapel, Leeds, and published in The Leeds Pulpit (March, 1872), says : 
" There is Substitution on all sides of you. Brothers and sisters suffer for 
each other. Families and nations suffer for one another. Substitution ! 
It is around us every moment, and is a part of our experience. It was 
nothing new in God's government to provide the sacrifice by substitution. 
It is universal in aU His government ; there is nothing startling in it ; and 
Christ paid the debt." 

Anyone who can see Substitution " all around us every moment " like 
Thomas Cooper, must surely be Substitution mad. But we deny that sub • 
stitution is in all* these acts "around us," and ask Mr. Cooper for proof. It 
is surprising that a man of his shrewdness should utter such nonsense as the 
above. 

Dr. Crawford, though an advocate of Substitution, repudiates Mr. Cooper's 
views, and says, that whilst "one person, though innocent, may be involved 
in the evil consequences of another's misdeeds. .... this certainly 
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cannot be considered as Substitution " (p. 41). And Dr. Dewar says : **A person 
may suffer in consequence of the sin of another, when there is nothing per- 
taining to Substitution. Though a family suffer in consequence of the faults 
of one of its members, they do not suffer in his room and for his benefit. 
Their sufferings are'not substitutionary " (p. 213). 

The Rev. Thomas "Wilson in his treatise on "The Atonement, viewed 
Popularly, LOG-ICALLY, and Scripturaily," endeavours to make out a case 
of Substitution, when a man dies in trying to benefit others, in the following 
manner. He says: "There are cases of this very substitution continually 
occurring, not only in human governments [Dr. Dewar denies this and 
says : " We have examples of persons suffering by the faults of others, 
and persons benefited by the friendly offices of others; but this is not 
Substitution.*' (**T?ie Atonement, p. 168)], but in God's providential 
government over us. For instance, a terrible mysterious plague, like 

cholera, broke out in Italy. All was consternation.. 

What was to be done? All the ordinary skill of the physicians was 
utterly unavailing. After a consultation among them, it was concluded, 
that in order to discover the nature of the disease, and what would cure 
it, one of their number should dissect one of its victims. But who would, or, 
could do that, as the greatest skill was required, and as the handling of the 
corpse was, through contagion, certain [?] to terminate in the operator's 
death ? One of the most skilful of them all volunteered — ^shut himself up 
in a room [a very wise physician this ! ] with one of the loathsome corpses — 
carefully dissected it, discovered the nature of the plague, and saw what 
would remove it — wrote all down on a scroll, which he medicated, to prevent 
infection, and which, being thrown out to the other physicians, enabled them 
to destroy the terrible pest, and save the people. But what became bf the 
volunteer operator ? He died — died in all the horrors of the plague. . , 
This man, then, in this matter, was a substitute for his fellow townsmen, 
endured for them one of God's judgments against sin '* (pp. 311-12). 

I have given nearly the whole of Mr. Wilson's words in order that his 
argument may be plainly seen. A fallacy runs through the whole, like most 
orthodox illustrations of Substitution, as .will be readily seen, I think, by any 
thinking x>erson examining it, in consequence of being based on false data. 

Mr. Wilson bases his argument, evidently, on the fact of the doctor dying^ 
as though his death saved them, and here lies the error, for the true cause of 
the lives of the people being saved was the KNOWLEDGE of the disease, 
and the remedy obtained by the physician, and written on the scroU; his 
death being merely incidental, and not at all necessary, for had he lived the 
result would have been the same, or probably niuyre advantageous in saving 
life, in consequence of having the superior personal knowledge and services 
of the living man, which, all must admit, are more valuable than merdp 
written instructions. This, I think, must be evident, for, suppose he had 
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died without, or before comnmnicating this knowledge, would his death then 
have saved them, or would it have been any benefit whatever to the victims 
of the plague ? Certainly not. Now apply this to " The Atonement,*' and 
it will be found to be an argument against the truth of the doctrine of 
•* Atonement'' or ** Substitution," and the efficacy of the death of Christ in 
saving sinners, as it shows clearly that all the benefits received arose from 
what was done in and by his LIFE ; death being only incidental, not 
necessary. And yet this illustration is given in proof of Substitution, by one 
who professes to view and treat the subject ** LOGICALLY ! '' Here, then, 
is an instance of a man — and a clergyman too ! — not only misleading others, 
but, assuming him to be honest, deceiving himself. 

As a further illustration of the ridiculous extent to which this doctrine of 
Substitution is carried by some divines, the following extract is taken from a 
little work by the Rev. Horatius Bonar, D.D., entitled, " Believe and Live," 
pp. 50-61 : — 

** The Gospel is the announcement of a few simple facets, each of them full 
of gladness, because full of the forgiving love of God. These facts are, — 
that Jesus of Nazareth is the Son of God ; that he was bom at Bethlehem ; 
that he lived at Nazareth ; that he was crucified at Jerusalem ; that he died ; 
that he was buried ; that he rose again ; that he ascended ; and that in all 
these acts or sufferings he was the sinner's substitute. This is good news." 

Here we have a doctor of divinity actually teaching that Christ not only 
died as our substitute, or " in our stead," but that Christ was horn at Beth- 
lehem " in our stead " ; /wed at Nazareth "in our stead " ; was crucified at 
Jerusalem "in our stead"; was hv/ried "in our stead''; rase a>gain "in 
our stead" ; and a^scended .on high "in our stead", for he distinctly says, 
"in ALL these acts or sufferings he was the sinner's substitute " ! I ! 1 

Surely such teaching as this is enough to arouse the dormant power of 
thinking in the most thoughtless and credulous Protestant believer, and* 
stimulate even such a one to inquire, " Can teaching such as this be true ? If 
so, what should prevent me believing the doctrines of Transubstantiation, 
Infallibility of the Pope, and other seeming absurdities ? " 

Note 11, Page 22. 

In the sense of a Deliverer or SaviouVf as one man may save another 
from drowning or any other calamity without necessarily d3dng himself, 
which has often been done, whilst at other times he who has saved 
others has died in consequence of braving the danger, or consistently adher- 
ing to duty and principle, not by intention and voluntarily, but from causes 
over which he had no controL Was not this the case with Christ ? If not, 
then why did he pray earnestly to be delivered from the death of the cross ? 

Dr. Crawford says {** Atonement," p. 42) that "it not uufrequently 
happens that men are saved from the merited consequences of their own 
folly, extravagance, or wickedness, by the generous interposition of a friend, 
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who may ruin his own property, or impair his own health, or lose his own lifty 
in accomplishing their deliverance. The undeserved evils, however, endured 
hy such a deliverer, when seeking to rescue others from the fatal results of 
their misconduct, may be merely incidental to his interposition in their 
behalf. His suffering these evils may not be in itself considered the dire^ 
and designed means of securing their exemption from them.^ 

Note 12, Page 22. 
We think the result of this correspondence will show this to be incorrect, 
and that "A." does belong to "those gentlemen'' referred to by Dean 
Alford. 

Note 13, Page 23. 

A few lines above, as well as on page 12, "A.*' says " Christ suffered 
what they ought to have suffered.'* But here he says "Christ did nx>t 
suffer in the same way man deserved to suffer." Here, then, he contradicts 
himself, or "language has no meaning." This is in substance similar to 
what we find other advocates of the doctrine teach when they say at one 
time that " he endured the very penalty due to the sinner," and at another 
time that " he did not endure the penalty which the sinner himself would.*' 

Surely advocates of this doctrine forget that a thing cannot both be and 
710^ be at the same time. As Dr. Crawford says, " They are quite entitled, 

indeed, to urge one or other of the allegations above stated But 

surely they are not entitled to advance both, or to pass from the first to the 
second, as they find it convenient ; for it so happens that the two are incom- 
patible with one another " (p. 97). This, however, they do. 

Note 14, Page 27. • 

The^Rev. Henry Ward Beecher, in a sermon (published in Christian 
World Pulpit, June 18, 1873) supports this view, and says : " Now, 
when I preach to you that you are to take the providence of Grod, in the suc- 
cessive experiences of the Church, and carry it back into the Word, to give 
light to the interpretation, there are many who say, * This is a very 
dangerous doctrine. It is putting human experience above the Bible.' But 
I say. No. I say, in the spirit of the apostle, that Grod is, by the Holy 
Ghost, developing in the lives and experiences of men those states of feeling 
and emotion which the Bible hints at and authenticates* Its hints and indi- 
cations are to be followed up. Knowledge is to be acquired from the thing 
itself, and not from the letter. It is the spirit which maketh aUve ; it is the 
letter which killeth. 

'* And a man may peruse the Book as much as he pleases ; he may hold the 
Bible before his eyes till he is Bible-blind ; he may run himrself into stupidity 
and ignorance by worshipping the Bible if he only looks at the letter, or the 
sentence ; whereas, if he takes the lette'r in one hand and life in the other, 
they will throw light respectively on each other > and so to both of them will 
come true illumination. 
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" * But,' say men, * do you not by this process leave the Word of God 
subject to the reason of man ? ' 

'* You cannot leave it to anything else. I aver, as a fundamental maxim, 
that where there is no reason there can be no revelation. 

" I would like to see the Ten Commandments comprehended by a tortoise. 
I would like to see the Gospel made intelligible to an opossum in the moon- 
light wood. I would like to see the teachings of Scripture understood by the 
ox browsing in the field. It cannot be done. 

" No creature can receive the revelations of the Bible without reason. And 
why can man receive these revelations ? Because he has reason. That is the 
very door, the very window, the very instrumentality by which you come 
into communion with God through revelation. You cannot do it any other 

way When I hear persons say we must not use our 

reason, and that we must take the Bible as we find it, I say you cannot, 
unless you have reason to use on it.'' 

Note 15, Page 47. 
For confirmation of this view we need only refer the reader to Arch- 
bishop Manning's letter to the Roman Catholic Primate of Ireland on 
the occasion of the dedication of Armagh Cathedral (see " Universe,^^ Sept. 
IMhf 1873}, in which the Archbishop says — 

"OUR CHURCHES WOULD SOON STAND EMPTY IF OUR 
SCHOOLS WERE NOT FULL." 

That Dr. Manning is an authority sufficiently competent to speak on this 
matter no one can reasonably doubt. Therefore let all supporters of National 
Denominational Education ponder well this fact, and remember that the 
denominational system means concurrent endoioment, under which Popery will 
come in for a large share of the public money for the teaching of her 
abominations. 
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Note 0, Paob 56. 

Orthodox teachers say that '*sin must he punished," as the sinner 
cannot he pardoned without. In telling us how this is done, they say 
Christ, the innocent, who was *^ without sin" (Heb. iv., 16), was punished 
" instead of^^ the sinner. And this they call punishing sin ! If simply 
calling a thing so would make it so, then this might be true, but not 
otherwise. 

Note 1, Page 57. 

" If the New Adam offered himself to God as the 

substitute and representative of the old, the corrupt and fallen Adam, and 
thereby died for [instead of ] us all, the members must follow their head, and 
be ready (if called on) to die for [instead of] each other, even for the wicked 
and their enemies, as he did." fRev. J, Whitley , D,D.^ T.C.D., *^ Atone- 
ment and Sacrifice" p. 187.) 

Note 2, Page 58. 

Dr. A. A. Hodge says : "If Grod had seen fit to shed no light what- 
ever upon this dark subject, it would imdoubtedly be our duty to exer- 
cise an unquestioning faith in Him, and to appease our reason by the plea of 
mystery " (p. 77). This evidently means that whenever we meet with any 
difficulty, however inconsistent, we are not to doubt its truth, but to accept 
it, and appease our reason by the plea of mystery. The adoption of this prin- 
ciple has no doubt led to the reception of Transubstantiation, Infallibility, 
&c., as well as the doctrine of Substitution, and other absurdities. If this 
principle were only consistently carried out, no doctrine could be absurd 
enough to justify its rejection if only taught by authority, and our own 
reasoning faculties would be useless for proving or disproving anything. 
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Note 3, Page 58. N 

Some persons seem to object to what is tenned Logic being applied 
to matters of this kind, as though Logic were some peculiar kind of 
reasoning, applicable only to worldly matters ; but this is an error, as all 
rig]tt reasoning is both Logical and Syllogistic — ^which are in reality the 
same thing ; and reasoning which cannot be reduced to the Syllogistic /orm^ 
and accepted in that form, is false reasoning or sophistry. A great propor- 
tion of the theological reasoning is of this kind, of which anyone can satisfy 
himself if he will only take the trouble to master the rules of right reason- 
ing, and apply them to the arguments generally used by orthodox theologians. 
This knowledge will not only enable a person to reason correctly himself, 
but it will enable him to detedt the fallacies in the reasoning of others ; hence 
the advantage is twofold. Lideed, ** to understand the theory of Reasoning, 
the principles on which it is founded, and the rules to which it has been 
reduced, is an object worthy the attention of every human being. The 
advantages to be derived from a study embracing these particulars ought to 
recommend it as an essential part of a liberal education." (Dr, Leechman.J 
Archbishops Whhtely and Thompson say that *' Logic is the Grammar of 
Reasoning, and no one reasons correctly who does not reason according to 
rule, any more than a person speaks or writes correctly who violates the rules 
of Grammar ; so that it is as necessary in the one case as in the other ; and 
though the regular Syllogistic or Logical form is not often employed in 
writing or speaking, it is the only correct mode of reasoning, and is used to 
test or try the validity of any argument, in the same manner as by chemical 
analysis we develop and submit to a distinct examination the elements of 
which any compound body is composed, and are thus enabled to detect any 
latent sophistication and impurity. " 

So that Logic (as previously stated) is as necessary and as useful for the 
purpose of detecting false reasoning in others as it is for enabling us to 
reason correctly ourselves, and the process is universally the same, no matter 
what subject may be discussed. Consequently, it is a great fallacy to sup- 
pose, as many do, that Logic is some peculiar method of reasoning not suit- 
able for our present subject, and so they designate it ** your way " of reason- 
ing, as though they had another method, and still a right one. Suppose A. 
reasons logically and 6. reasons tVlogically, and B. disputes A*'b reasoning 
on the ground, as he erroneously thinks, that it is his way of reasoning ; in 
this case it follows of necessity that B.'s reasoning is different from A.*8 — 
which is logical — therefore, and because B.*s way is different, not logical, it 
\& false reasoning ; and as there is but one kind of right reasoning for aU men 
on all subjects all over the world, it is important for everyone to know what 
is the logical or only true way of reasoning. The universal knowledge of 
this would be a great blessing, as it would — ^where men are honest — ^prevent 
innumerable disputes, or settle them when they have arisen. — T. B. 
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Note 4, Page 60. 

2 Chroii. XXV., 4; Deut. xxiv., 16, &c. This passage may be under- 
stood two ways. First, as an elliptical sentence, filling up the ellipsis 
with the words unless forgiven^ and taking die in the sense of herng punished ; 
or, second, it may be taken more literally, and read as follows: "Every 
man shall be punished for his own sin.*' The former harmonises with Ezek. 
xviii., 20, 22 ; the latter with Romans ii., 6. 

Note 6, Page 61. 

"The irresistible conviction is winning its way into all candid and 
tolerant minds that the essential spirit of religion may exist under wide 
theological divergences ; and that though good men may differ, and differ 
greatly, in doctrinal forms of belief, there is a something deeper which unites 
them. The essence of religion is something more catholic than its creeds.^' 
fRev. y, Caird, D.D., " What is Religion V J 

Note 6, Page 62. 

By silently dropping this or any other doctrine, they do not incur the 
odium they otherwise would from going against popular opinion ; at the 
same time they avoid, to a considerable extent, the risk of losing t\iQ]i position ; 
and few men have the courage to brave the one and risk the other ; and thus 
a premium is offered to hypocrisy. 

Note 7, Page 64. 

Suppose this meaning were to be attached to the word for here, the 
fatal objection to it would be that it could not be consistently adhered to 
throughout, as required by truth, and therefore could not be true. 

Note 8, Page 66. 

Here we have, evidently, a very common orthodox fallacy in the 
word death. In theology the word death is not univocal but equivocal or 
ambiguous, and orthodox teachers (so called) use this word equivocally by 
giving a double meaning to it whenever they write or speak fuUy upon the 
doctrme of Atonement ; and hence their success in misleading their hearers 
or readers who do not see the fallacy. If every teacher defined plainly and 
accurately what is meant, according to orthodoxy, by the word death as ap- 
plied to the wicked, and adhered to, and used that definition, he could not 
teach the popular doctrine of Atonement, for his hearers or readers would 
then see the fallacy ; but, by adopting the equivocal or ambiguous style of 
reasoning, he succeeds, not only in misleading his hearers, but in deceiving 
himself. 
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In the above passage the word death is used by Mr. W n in a different 

sense to what it is used, and to what he uses it, when speaking of the 
" death " which is the "wages of sin " — due to the wicked. 

For if it were taken in the latter sense here neither Mr. TV n, nor any 

honest man, dare stick to it. In either case the orthodox position is untenable ; 
for if taken in a different sense, then the orthodox argument is invalid in con- 
sequence of violating the principles of right reasoning, and if taken in the 
same sense, then it makes them teach that Christ endured "everlasting 
punishment " or " endless misery," and perpetual " banishment from God !" 
From this dilemma I defy them to escape by the employment of all the 
sophistry they can avail themselves of. 

Only three modes of argument are possible. 1. To take the word 
" death" or "penalty" in its natural sense as signifying temporal death ; and 
if this be done the simplest understanding can see that Christ did not endure 
this "in our room and stead," as we are all subject to this death, which we 
should not be if Christ died this death " instead of " us. This they cannot do, 
because the fallacy is too self-evident. 2. To take "death'* or "penalty'' 
in its theological (and so-called orthodox) sense as meaning "eternal" or 
" endless misery,*' or literally (the Christadelphian sense) as ceasing to exist, 
would be to teach either that Christ is enduring endless misery or that he has 
ceased to be ! ! This they dare not do, so there is the only alternative left, 
viz. : (3) To use the word " death '' ambiguously and give it a double mean- 
ing, sometimes taking it in one sense and sometimes in another. 

This is the only way possible of teaching such an absurd doctrine without 
either themselves or their followers readily seeing through the fallacy. 

And this mode they have adopted— consequently tKe doctrine of Atonement, 
or Substitution, is taught by equivocation, or, as logicians term it, " Fallacia 
equivocationis'* — and thereby one of the fundamental laws of right reasoning 
is violated. And yet they have the audacity to tell us that their teaching is in 
*^ accordance with reason •*' that "the doctrine of Atonement appeals to the 
understanding and the judgment ;" that it is " consistent ;" and that " it by 
no means conflicts with reason 'M ! ! ! 

They seem to have adopted Mr. Spurgeon's maxim by anticipation, who, 
instead of reasoning, says the way for a man to succeed is to say *' I know," 
and then " assert boldly that which he says he knows, in his Master's name, 
without disputing,'' and "he will not be long before he will find men who 
will listen to what he says, and who will say, * This man speaks with autho- 
rity, and not as the Scribes and Pharisees."* (Sermon 894, J 
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Note 9, Page 66. 

Some writers are not so cautious as Dr. Crawford is respecting the 
meaning of anti. For instance, Dr. John Owen, in his work on "The 
Atonement," p. 192, says it ^'' always''^ has this meaning. His words are: 
"There is no doubt, nor can any exception be made ; it always signifies a 
commutation and change, whether it be applied to things or persons.^' 

Note 10, Page 68. 
The italics are mine. To this question I unhesitatingly answer, the 
former of the secondary senses. For the simple reason, that this sense can 
be consistently adhered to, whilst the latter cannot^ as it compels a resort to 
equivocation in order to teach it in this sense, which is incompatible with 
truth.— T. R. 

Note 11, Page 70. 
To do an act voluntarily and by desire implies that it be done without 
the least reluctance, but here we have great reluctance manifested. 

Note 12, Page 72. 
Dr. Crawford says (p. 14) that "God Himself is the prime origin 
and the chief agent in his afflictions ;" and, " it was not so much the 
tortures which men inflicted, as the hiding of his Father's countenance from 
him, that prompted his cry of anguish on the cross, * My God, my God, 
why hast Thou forsaken me ?' " If this were true, and Christ is God, then 
God hid His countenance from Himself ! Is this possible ? 

Dr. Hodge BAys— Christ punished himself/ " This is THE wonder of 
eternity" (p. 285). We should think so. 

Mr. Spurgeon attributes Christ's sufferings to God. His words are : 
" Christ stood in the place of his people, and when God's wrath fell upon 
sin it fell upon him, and spent itself upon his person. There is no wrath 
left in God's heart now against those for whom the Saviour died." 
f Sermon 714. J 

Again he says — The " dreadful ^udge of all the earth . . . executed 
the penalty that was due to me upon himself." (Sermon 932. ^ 

Dr. J. Owen says : " The lajring upon him the punishment of sins is 
everywhere ascribed to the Father"" (p. 22). 

Dr. Dewar says : " Christ made a full compensation by 

enduring the wrath of God in our stead '* (p. 223). 

That " God inflicted upon him the punishment due to our sins" (pp. 
92—230). 

L 
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Dr. Candlish Bays : ** God is seen injBicting the full penalty and retribntive 
sentence ; punishing, in the strictest sense, the individual who then and 
there takes the sin as his own " (p. 323). 

Professor Chalmers, D.D., says : *' This suffering is not merely at the 
hands of men by Divine permission, and as the natural consequence of 
human malignity and wickedness, but it is suffering by the express appoint- 
ment and the immediate hand of God!'* (Some Present Difficulties in 
Theology, p. 192. ^ 

" He [Christ] must pay God in the same coyn we should, and, therefore, 
must make His soul an offering for sin ; and if he be made sin he must be 
made a curse ; and, which is more than all this, God himself must be the 
Executioner^ and His Son the person who suffers, as »<? creature could strike 
stroke hard enough to make it satisfactory,'*^ {From Dr. Thomas GoodwiiCs 
" Discourse of Christ the Mediator," quoted by Dr. Jenkyn, p. 194.) 

• Note 13, Page 74. 

This is the common teaching of orthodoxy. Mr. Spurgeon says : He 
" endured the whole of wrath Divine " — " Of him the utteimost penalty 
was exacted." (Sermon 932. y 

Dr. Dewar says : " It was death of the soul " (p. 00). 

" The whole penalty of the violated law of God was actually inflicted on 
Him." (Dewar, pp. 229— 30.^ 

'*He sustained the extremity of that wrath we had 

deserved " (p. 157). 

*' Their punishment has been actually endured .... by him.*' 
/'p. 348, Dr, Candlish.) 

" The punishment of their sins .... actually borne by Christ.'* 
(Candlish^ p. 338. y 

*' The judgment is carried out to the utmost." . (•^. 323, Candlish.) 

Professor Chalmers, D.D., says: "The very Judge, the Lawgiver him- 
self, personally endures the penalty in the room of the guilty." (Some 
Present Difficulties in Theology, p. 233.^ 

Note 14, Page 76. 

Dr. Duff, Moderator of the Free Church of Scotland for 1873-4, speak- 
ing of the doctrine of Justification by Faithy says the improper teaching 
of this doctrine has led to the spread of Pantheism, Materialism, &c. His 
words are "How painfully instructive it would be ... . to trace 
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the processes by which this grand doctrine, by being too exclusively dwelt 
upon, too exclusively magnified, too exclusively exalted into positive pre- 
eminence, came at last to be isolated and idolised, and taught, coldly and 
abstractedly, as a dogma — a naked dogma — apart altogether from the 
blossoms, and the flowers, and the fruits of righteousness, or practical god- 
liness, or fervent piety, which ought ever to flow from it ; and how, when 
so taught, logically and philosophically, it may be, to suit the supposed 
taste of the learned, it lost all its savour, and unction, and power ; and how, 
finally, in this way, a soil was prepared in the souls of multitudes which 
became the natural seed-plot of Rationalism^ in all its pestiferous forms; 
and how that again p^-epared a soil for a prolific crop of Pantheisms of every 
type, through the whole cycle of Materialism, Spiritualism, and Transcen- 
dental Idealism." (Address to the General Assembly on " The Present Crisis of 
the Christian Church,"" 1873. J 

In admitting this Dr. Duff is, no doubt, right, and he might have added 
that the teaching of other dogmas has also led |iO the spread of views 
opposed to orthodoxy. 

For this result, I believe, the so-called orthodox are chiefly to blame, and 
if they wish to arrest the spread of Materialism, Pantheism, &c., they must 
teach a more rational system than the " un-Christ-like tenets of the theology 
of blood, and brimstone, and fire," as the Christian World characteristically 
expresses it (May SOth, 1873) ; and must also learn to " believe that many a 
one against whom priests and theological doctors gnashed their teeth as 
heretics may have been in the past, and may be in the present, Christ's 
dearest children." (Ibid.) 

Note 15, Page 76. 

In a treatise on "The Atonement, viewed Popularly, Logically, and 
Scripturally," by Rev. Thos. Wilson, and put forth under the auspices 
of, and specially recommended by, the Kevs. Wm. Ormiston, D.D., and 
Daniel Inglis, we find the following :— 

"As Scripture says that * Christ bare our iniquities,' the meaning must 
be that he, as our Substitute, bore the penalty due unto us for them '* 
(p. 52). 

** He, as their Substitute, stood in their law-room, took all their responsi- 
bilities to God's law upon himself, met them all, and satisfied them alL 
He did for the sinner just what any other substitute does for another " 
p. 55). 

He then illustrates it by supposing a man owes a debt, and another pays 
all this debt for him, in order to show that he is a " real Substitute." 
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Again, he says, " The Atonement of Christ . , . . was a real Sub- 
stitution in the commonly accepted meaning of the term " (p. 61). 

" Christ was in every respect a perfect Substitute " (p. 62). 

Although the Rev. Mr. Wilson states so plainly that Christ *' bore the 
penalty due to the sinner," which, he says, (p. 18) is " endless misery," and 
took all " their responsibilities, discharged all the obligations and i>enalties 
of the law in our stead," and that he was a '* real Substitute, in the com- 
monly accepted meaning of the term," yet, he says, "the sufiferings of 
Christ .... were only temporal " (p. 116) ; and these opposite state- 
ments he expects us to believe, when " viewed Logically*' as he expresses it ! 

If a man were to write about ordinary matters in this way, he would be 
considered a fit inmate for Bedlam. But such is orthodoxy : it pays no 
regard to the laws of right reasoning, and yet it tells us that this doctrine 
does "not conflict with reason," but is Logical^ and in perfect harmony 
with the Word of G-od ! If they had said with the word of some tnen, they 
would have spoken the truth. 

Note 16, Page 76. 

Mr. Wm. Birch, of Manchester, the well-known Baptist preacher, 
says "Jesus Christ has not paid merely nineteen shillings of your debt, 
debt, and left a shilling in doubt, but he has paid the entire pound.'' 
(.Meeting-house Pulpit^ No. 12, April Qth, 1873 J If these words have any 
definite meaning, they mean that Christ has borne " everlasting punishment " 
or " eternal misery," for this is the " entire pound " according to orthodoxy ! 
When will our popular teachers (so-called) learn to talk sense f This is the 
19th century, and yet we have men laying claim to the title intelligent talk- 
ing such non-B&aaQ as this ! ! 1 ! 

Note 17, Page 81. 

Can any clear or definite idea be obtained from such language (or teach- 
ing) ad this ? Is it possible that any one being who may demand a price, 
payment, ransom, or equivalent of any kind as compensation, or as satisfac- 
tion for wrong done to himself, could— before he would or could be friends 
with the offender — ^give himself to himself to satisfy or to enable himself to do 
that which he could not justly do without thus giving himself to himself ? 

Is it possible, in the nature of things, for any being to give either himself 
or that which already belongs to himself to himself? Does not the act of 
giving and accepting anything of necessity imply the separate action of two 
distinct beings? But, if possible, would it make it right for himself to do 
afterwards that which it was not right and just for himself to do be/ore by 
thus giving himself to himself ? 
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NOTB 18, Paqb 82. 

"We say right motives^ because we believe that is necessary, as a 
man may do a good act simply from selfish motives or from policy^ 
when he would not otherwise have done it. This we consider to be 
doing a good or right act from wrong motives, and consequently such con- 
duct, instead of being praiseworthy, is exceedingly reprehensible. For in- 
stance, a man may give a sum of money to some religious society or institu- 
tion in order to make himself popular, with the view to enlarge his business 
connection, and so get back the principal with interest, or frequent some 
particular place of worship for business reasons. That these and similar 
acts have been done many a time, we think no one will question. The true 
motive (in our opinion) for doing any act should be because it is right^ and 
perhaps our duty to do it, and also, in many cases, wrong not to do it ; 
besides, it should be done independently of any advantage or disadvantage 
arising out of it or accruing to ourselves. 

** Right conduct flows solely from right feelings and right principles ; just 
works can only proceed from holy desires, from pure intentions, and from 
good counsels." fDr, Whitley, " Atonement and Sacrifice^'' p. 133.) 

Note 19, Page 84. 

Because we are so "totally depraved," we are told, that we can do no 
good thing of ourselves, not even think a good thought. In fact, if we 
could, doing is condemned, as all our doings ** are as filthy rags,'' and end in 
death. So we are told to do 

*' Nothing, either great or small ; 
Nothing, sinners, no ; 
Jesus did it, did it, all, 
Long, long ago." 

And the sinner is addressed as — 

•* "Weary, working, burden'd one, 
Wherefore toil you so ? 
Cease your doing : all was done 
Long, long ago." 

— Published and circulated by the Tract Societies. 

We find, however, the contrary stated in the Bible : "He that doeth right- 
eousness is righteous.'' And that " the doers of the law shall be justified." 

" When by our teachers thus perplezt 
How shall we determine ?" 

Mr. Spurgeon says: "Many have been damned for their thoughts." 
/"Sermon No, 1093, January 2&th, 1873.y 
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Again, he says : " There is no sin that shall damn the man who believes, 
and nothing can save the man who will not believe. God removes all sin the 
moment we believe. (Sermon No. 1012. y 

Is not such teaching as this calculated to encourage a man to continue in 
sin, under the impression that he can and will be saved " the moment he 
believes,'* even if it is only an hour before death, after leading a most wicked 
life? 

Again, note his consistency in saying '* nothing can save a man who will 
not believe,'' and yet he professes to believe that all things are possible to 
God. 
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Note 1, Page 93. 

A beautiful idea respecting happiness occurs in the late Mr. J. Stuart 
Mill's Autobiography, and is worthy of notice. He says : *' I never .... 
wavered in the conviction that happiness is the test of all rules of conduct 
and the end of life. But I now thought this end was only to be attained 
by not making it the direct end. Those only are happy {I thought) who 
have their minds fixed on some other object than their own happiness ; on 
the happiness of others, on the improvement of mankind, even on some 
art or pursuit, followed not as a means but as itself an ideal end. Aiming 
thus at something else, they find happiness by the way.*' 

Note 1a, Page 96. 

The idea, so common among orthodox people, that the feelings are a test 
and a proof of the truth of this and other doctrines, is a fallacy ; for, if it 
were true, then a man has only to feel safe and he is safe ; and is analogous 
to the Roman Catholic doctrine of Transubstantiation, according to which, 
when the priest has gone through the ceremony of consecration, the people 
have only to believe that the bread and wine are changed into the real body 
and blood of Christ, and they are ; or rather, we should say, according to 
the present developed doctrine of the Romish Church, they have only to 
believe that the bread alone is the veritable flesh and blood and bones of 
Christ, and it is so ! 

This feeling or assurance of safety and security is often experienced by 
those in imminent and certain danger through ignorance. For instance, a 
man may feel perfectly safe on board a steamboat when nearing shore, the 
moment before an explosion occurs, and he is blown to pieces ; or the 
moment before a vessel strikes a rock, like the Atlantic ; or like the people 
on board the Northjkety just before she was struck by the MuriZlo ; or when 
in a building immediately preceding the fall of the roof : indeed, the circum- 
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stances in which a man may fed safe, and yet be in great danger, are in- 
numerable ; and such *' peace" oftener arises from ignorance of the real 
nature of the situation or delusion, than from any other cause. 

Even Mr. Spurgeon, with all his rigid Calvinistic orthodoxy, is superior 
to this belief, for Ae holds it to be a fallacy, as may be seen by the following 
extract from Sermon No. 891, in which he says : " Do not those who live 
upon mere feeling dwell in a salt land that is not inhabited ? 

** I am sure if I lived by feeling, I could at one moment persuade myself 
that I was on the borders of heaven, and I could quite as readily, within 
an hour, be sure I was in the very jaws of hell. Our feelings are fickle as 
the wind. He that liveth by feeling is very much like the mariner at sea, 
when he mounts up to heaven, and then comes down again into the deep — ^he 
has nothing at all stable to depend upon. We may say of the man who 
lives by feeling, * Unstable as water, thou shalt not excel.' " 

The Very Rev. John Caird, D.D., Principal of, and late Professor of Divinity 
in, the University of Glasgow, says of feeling that ** it would be easy to 
show that a theology which pretends to rest merely on pious feeling, with- 
out going on to appeal to those principles by which alone feeling can be 
tested, and objective truth grasped and determined, is self-contradictory 
and futile." {Se/rmoUy ** What is Religion V* Preached before the University 
" of Glasgow, and pMished by desire of the Senate.'^) 

Note 2, Page 97. 

Credulity would be the more correct term to use in many cases, as faith 
implies not simply assent, or the blind acceptance of anything, but the 
acceptance of a thing with the consent of the reason ; but how many exercise 
their reason on any matter of this kind before receiving it ? Dr. Toung 
says, '* On argument alone my faith is buUt " {Night 4). 

If the history of all mankind were told, how many a horrid tale it would 
unfold of both men and women having their happiness and " real peace of 
mind " and earthly prospects destroyed by the exercise of this blind faith ; 
t.e., faith without reason, or credulity. See the history of bubble companies, 
the divorce courts, &;c., for an illustration of this. A remarkable case 
occurred lately in London, and was reported in the daily papers.* 

A man named James Davies, a checktaker at the Oxford Music Hall, who, 
although his income was less than 30s. a week, had saved £700. 

He became acquainted with a lady (?) who represented herself as an 
heiress to considerable property, and gave her name as Beatrice Veroijia 



* See DaUy TeUgraph^ May 26, }87§, 
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Elizabeth Miller Pearce. The bait took, and the two became one. 
Letters and telegrams were received from her supposed solicitor respecting 
her estates, which appeared to satisfy Mr. Davies ; and whilst this hopeful 
state of things lasted, and he had so-called /ai^A in Beatrice Veronia, doubt- 
less he enjoyed "peace of mind." But as time passed on she drew various 
sums of money from him under pretext of paying legal and other expenses 
incurred in order to obtain her property, until the whole £700 was gone. 
She then induced him to agree to give up housekeeping, and store the 
furniture, in order to go with her to Spain to take possession of the property. 
She then undertook (to save her husband the trouble) the removal of the 
furniture to the warehovse^ but, instead of doing so, she took it to an auction- 
room, sold it, and disappeared with the proceeds. Wasn't she a loving 
wife? 

On hearing this, Mr. Davies* s faith and peace of mind disappeared too. 

Some time afterwards, when her means were exhausted, she sought relief 
at Rotherhithe Workhouse, and the parochial authorities naturally applied 
to Mr. Davies. He was summoned before the magistrate and ordered to 
pay 10s. a week to the support of his better (?) half and two supposed 
images of himself. 

This is a sad case, but it affords a good illustration of the exercise of 
faith (f) without reason, in which *' peace of mind " would exist with hope 
BO long as a man was under a delusion and the subject of this blind faith' 
But the moment the truth appeared, and the deception is exposed, faith 
with peace of mind vanished ; trouble, anxiety and other unpleasant feel- 
ings took their place. 

A lesson may be learnt from such cases as this with regard to blind faith, 
or faith without reason — which is credulity — ^and its results, for in this 
instance we have a man ruined, perhaps for life, through believing ; thus 
showing the importance of exercising reason with faith instead of faith 
alonet for had this man first doubted, then inquired, investigated, and 
exercised his reason properly, he would have been saved this trouble, loss, 
and ruin. 

In a little work published by the Religious Tract Society, entitled the 
** Philosophy of Salvation," we find it admitted that persons are sometimes 
saved by doubting, and ruined or lost by believing (pp. 96 — 98). 

Note 3, Page 101. 

There does not appear to be any analogy between the coat and house and 
the Atonement. The case of coat and house are facts which can be 
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demonstrated, so that there can be no two opinions about them. There is 
absolute hnowUdge of the facts, no faith being required. 

But in the case of the Atonement there is no possibilily of demonstrating 
it to be a fact, for it all rests upon faith, or credulity, and about it there 
are so many opinions, that no single authority is accepted as definite by the 
orthodox themselves. In addition to this, it is contrary to reason, as 
demonstrated in this correspondence, which cannot be said of the coat and 
house. How then can the two cases be analogous or parallel ? And, if not 
analogous, the argument is useless. 

Note 3a, Page 104. 

" It may be asserted, with but too much truth, that a very considerable 
proportion of Christians have a habit of laying aside, in a very great deppree, 
their common sense^ and letting it as it were lie dormant when points of 
religion come before them; as if reason was utterly at variance with 
religion, and the ordinary principles of sound judgment were to be com- 
pletely superseded on that subject ; and accordingly it will be found that 
there are many errors which are adopted, many truths which are overlooked, 
or not clearly understood, and many difficulties which stagger and perplex 
them, for want, properly speaking, of the exercise of their common sense." 
{ArckbisJtop Whately.) 

Note 4, Page 109. 

The idea that "peace of mind" depends on one's faith being rightly 
placed, or upon the object of one's faith being really what it is believed to 
be, is doubtless a fallacy by which many have been deluded. For refuta- 
tion of this idea see pp. 96 — 98, &c. 

Note 5, Page 110. 

Mr. S 1 here makes a dogmatic assertion without giving any reason 

whatever. Dr. Caird says : " Perhaps it is those who have thought most 
and deepest on such subjects who shrink most from dogmatism and confi- 
dent assertion." {Sermon, " What is Religion J'') 

Note 6, Page 112. 

The Rev. Dr. Caird says : " The principles according to which men think, 
the mould into which their opinions are cast, depend greatly on their early 
and hereditary associations, on the age and country they live in, on the 
intellectual atmosphere in which they have been accustomed to breathe. 
They cannot shake off these, or, save in a limited measure, rise above them. 
(Sermm, ** What ia Jieligion /") 
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Note 7, Page 113. 

This Hell we are told to believe in is said to be a place " full of fire and 
brimstone, which fire shall never be quenched." (See Wesleyan Catechismj 
&c.f &c.) 

. A Roman Catholic priest, in describing this place, says : " It seems likely 
that it is in the middle of the earth, just 4,000 miles to it 1" That "the 
floor is red-hot,, like red-hot iron." " Streams of burning pitch and 
sulphur run through it." ** The floor blazes up to the roof" — '* a sheet of 
blazing fire." That "torrents of fire and brimstone are rained down" — 
the hailstones being " red-hot balls of fire ! " That " the fire of hell is so 
dreadful, that if a spark were taken from it and thrown into the ocean, 
in one moment it would dry up all the waters of the ocean, and set the 
whole world in a blaze ! ! " And thia, and much more, is taught to children. 
Let those who take an interest in education think what horrible theological 
views they are helping to spread by supporting the denominational system 
out of the public rates. 

Mr. Spurgeon says : "In the fires there blaze out the words FOR EVER." 

Bishop Pearson says: "The fire which consumed and burned up Sodom 
and Gomorrah bears no proportion with the flames of Hell." 

For fuller orthodox descriptions of Hell, &c., see " Hell and its Torments," 
(G. J. Stevenson, London). 

Note 8, Page 113. 

This " penalty " of *' eternal death " or endless misery, we are told, con- 
sists of being thrust into the fires of Hell, and " always burning but never 
consumed ;" and that the " accumulated sufierings of the human race, from 
the fall of Adam to the consummation of all things, will bear no proportion 
to what a single soul that perishes must endure." — Lecture on Infidelity^ 
by Rev. Hugh Stotoel/, M.A. (Religioua Tract Society). 

Their torments, according to our Roman Catholic friends, are frightful. 
" All the body is salted with fire. The fire burns through every bone and 
every muscle. Every nerve is trembling and quivering with the sharp 
fire. The fire rages in the skull, it shoots out through the eyes, it drops 
out through the ears, it roars in the throat as it roars up a chimney." 

Mr. Spurgeon says (in Sermon No. 67): ** At the Day of Judgment thy 
body will join thy soul, and then thou wilt have twin hells — body and soul 
shall be together, each brimful of pain, thy soul sweating in its inmost 
pores drops of blood, and thy body from head to foot suffused with agony ; 
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conscience, judgment, memory, all tortured ; but more— thy head tortured 
with racking pains, thine eyes starting from their sockets with sights of 
blood and woe ; thine ears tormented with 

' Sullen moans, and hollow groans. 
And shrieks of tortured ghosts.' 

Thine heart beating high with fever ; thy pulse rattling at an enormous 
rate in agony ; thy limbs cracking like the martyrs' in the fire, and yet 
unbumt ; thyself put in a vessel of hot oil, pained, yet coming out undes- 
troyed ; all thy veins becoming a road for the hot feet of pain to travel 
on ; every nerve a string on which the devil shaU ever play his diabolical 
tune of Hell's Unutterable Lament ; thy soul for ever and ever aching, and 
thy body palpitating in unison with thy soul. Fictions, sir ! Again, I say, 
they are no fictions, as God liveth, but solid, stem truth. If God be 
true, and this Bible be true, what I have said is the truth." 

Pollock, in his " Course of Time," describing this eternal death of the 

soul, says : — 

" And still around the everlasting lance 
It writhed convulsed, and uttered mimic groans ; 
And tried aud wished, and ever tried and wished 
To die ; but could not die. Oh, horrid sight ! 
I, trembling, gazed and listened, and heard this voice 
Approach my ear : ' This is Eternal Death.' " 

Such is the teaching of orthodoxy. Reader, think of this, and try to 
realise this dreadful, "unspeakable," and "indescribable" state of the 
lost, and endeavour to reconcile it with the idea of a " God of Love." 

Note 9, Page 116. 
"In 2 Cor. v., 20, God is said to beseech us, by His apostles and 
ministers, to be reconciled to Himself — viz., by turning from evil to good ; 
from vice to virtue ; from sin to holiness. Reconciliation is, therefore, the 
spiritual improvement and renovation of our moral nature— an actual and 
real change in ourselves to love and obey Him whom we had hated and 
resisted before." (Br. Whitley, p. 287.J 

Note 10, Paqb 116. 

Dr. Caird says : " There is springing up in many devout minds the con- 
viction that the principle of Christian fellowship cannot be an intellectual 
one ; that that which makes Christians one must be something deeper and 
more comprehensive than agreement in a long-drawn system of doctrines. 
Religion is eminently social. It is essentially the deepest bond of union 
between man and man." 
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NOTB 11, Pagb 117. 

Dr. Caird, in speaking of the religioua value of theological knowledge, 

Bays : " The question we have to deal with is whether, and how far, religion 

consists in accurate or sound theological conceptions ; whether, and how 

far, these are * necessary to salvation.* In the history of the Church it has 

been but too much the tendency to lay stress on these as the all-important 

and indispensable thing in religion. In our own coimtry — ^partly from the 

peculiar intellectual genius of the nation, partly from external and historic 

causes — it has been in other days, and to some extent is still in our own, 

the tendency to confound religion with theology, and to reduce religion in 

its ultimate essence too much to a thing of knowledge." (Sermon^ " WhxU 

U Religion t ") 

Note 12, Page 120. 

The reader may probably have heard of the sailor who, being asked to 
give a yarriy spun one out of his imagination, and, finding it take well, 
repeated it time after time until he came to believe it to be true himself. 
Now, the majority of believers in the Atonement appear to be very similar 
to this sailor, for, having been taught it when young, and also frequently 
hearing it from the pulpit, and seeing it repeated in books, they come to be 
firm believers. Any doctrine, no matter how absurd, may be firmly 
impressed upon the minds of most persons by similar means, as can be 
seen by observing the results of early teaching and frequent repetition of 
the most foolish and absurd doctrines among the Roman Catholics, Mahom- 
edans. Mormons, &c. 

Such is the force of habit. 

Note 13, Page 122. 
The words of Scripture on this matter are as follows : — 
** The wages of sin is death." {Bom. vi., 23.) 

This death is eternal according to orthodoxy and Mr. S 1. 

** Everlasting destruction." (2. Thess.t i., 9.) 
"Everlasting fire." {Matt, xxv., 41.) 
** Everiasting punishment." {McM. xxv., 46.) 

In what respect do these words differ from those of the syllogism ? (pp. 
113—114). 

Note 14 Page 123. 
Dr. Caird says : '' The intellectual apprehension of the doctrines of 
Scripture cannot, it may be argued, be a matter so simple and easy, inas- 
much as 1,800 years have been spent upon it, and yet there is not one of 
these doctrines about which theologians are perfectly agreed, scarcely any 
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of them with respect to which rontroversies and discussions are not waged 
and diverse and discordant notions entertained, by men equally acute and 
earnest-minded, all alike appealing to the authority of Scripture, and each 
claiming its sanction for his own particular view." {Sermont " What is 
Rditjion f ") Every intelligent person must acknowledge the above to be 
true, or deny self-evident facts. 

Note 15, Page 130. 

An instance of equivocation, so common among orthodox theologians and 
ecclesiastics generally, has just occurred whilst these pages were passing 
through the press. 

In consequence of some statements made at a public meeting in Man- 
chester by Mr. Birley, M.P. — that the Roman Catholic Church prohibited 
the Bible to her people— the Rev. Kenelm Vaughan (Roman Catholic priest, 
and brother to the present Bishop of Salford) wrote a letter to the 
Manchester Examiner and TimeSt in which he states that the Church (t.e., 
the Roman Catholic Church) has never forbidden to her subjects the use of 
the Holy Scriptures. On the contrary she has taught — to quote the words 
of Pius VI. — that " the Holy Scriptures ought to be left open to everyone 
to draw from them purity of faith and morals." To this the Rev. W. 
Urwick, M.A. (congregational minister), replied, and repeated the above 
statement, and also added that *' Bibles were burnt" as well as forbidden. 
The Rev. Mr. Vaughan, in his reply to this, says : " Untrue, CathoUc 
Bibles were never burnt in the reign of Queen Mary or any other reign." 
Here then is the equivocation in sajong untrue and connecting it with the 
words, ** Catholic Bibles were never burnt," for Mr. Urwick did not say that 
'' Catholic " Bibles, but Bibles were burnt. Had Mr. Vaughan acted honestly, 
and fairly met Mr. Urwick's statement unequivocally, he could not truth- 
fully have denied it, hence the Jesuitical trick of equivocation. But how 
many persons of themselves would see the evasion and equivocation Mr. 
Vaughan is guilty of in this instance ? It would be interesting to know the 
percentage of readers of this correspondence who really saw the equivoca- 
tion themselves, as it would serve to show the proportion (approximately) 
of thinkers there are among the ordinary class of newspaper readers. 

The correspondence appeared in the Manchester Examiner and Times 
of November 2-22, and is worthy of perusal by all who take an interest, in 
knowing what the Romish Church has done and is doing, and also in the 
progress of truth. 
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Note 16, Page 133. 

Holding ** a dopcma ... is no criterion of any of the moral and higher 
qualifications demanded ; and in the absence of the required dogma there 
may be a true heart and life ; the basest may believe the approved dogma, 
and the truest and purest may not believe it." — Rev. Thos. Hughes, 
Wesleyan Minister^ " Condition of Christian Membership'* (p. 131). 

Note 17, Page 135. 

Supposing it be used in the sense of arguing. How is anyone to **Prove 
all things" without argument, or how are the heathen to be converted to 
Christianity if no argument is to be used to show them the superiority of 
it over their idolatrous systems? Or, again, how am I to come to a just 
conclusion, and hold any reasonable belief that one theory is true, or even 
better than another, unless I compare and judge of the merits of each ? 
There is no other way, except I blindly accept the result of another person's 
reasoning ; and, even then, I must use my reason, rightly or wrongly, to 
make a choice of the authority I accept. So that in either case we must 
use our reason, and the process of comparing one thing with another and 
judging of its merits, whether consciously or unconsciously, is argument. 
In fact, no judgment can be formed without this process being carried on 
in the mind. 

Therefore, to give up argument is to dispense with reason, which is as 
impossible as to give up breathing and live. 

Note 18 Page, 137. 

** It is one of the most serious indictments of creeds that they leave no 
room for growth. "When creeds are made they are commonly living things, 
but parts die in course of time. .... Creeds are as incompetent to 
constrain uniformity of belief in times of doubt and unsettlement, as they 
are to create unanimity in days of peace. .... They have come to 
be things only to swear by, not to be received or acted upon — past and 
current history being witnesses — that creeds do not make men more 
orthodox, but only less honest. . . . Creeds have come to be received 
with mental reservations, in non-natural senses, and contrary to the original 
and obvious meaning of their terms. Such unworthy arts are dishonour- 
able in any men, but painful beyond measure in clergymen. . . . Creeds, 
in our judgment, do not minister to orthodoxy, but to immorality." (** The 
Rule ofFaiihy or Creeds and Creed'* By the JUv. Henry Bachdor,) 
H 



xxxiv. NOTES TO CORRESPONDENCE. 



Note 19, Page 139. 

It is a very common thing lor people to confound Theology with Religion, 
as though the words were synonymous and represented the same idea 
This is a mistake. The word Theology is derived from the Greek words 
ThtoSy God, and Logos, a treatise or discourse, and a Theologian is one who 
can discourse or write about God and His relation to man. 

The word ReUgion is derived from the Latin re, back, or again, and ligo, 
to bind or tie, so that religion is that which restrains a person from doing 
wrong, and also implies its correlative, doing right. 

Consequently, a religious man is one who is imbued with the principle 
that restrains him from doing wrong and also impels him to do right from 
pure motives and holy desires. And this principle is not the exclusive 
property of any sect or party, but may be possessed by all irrespective of 
creed. 

From the above definitions it should be evident to every one that theology 
and religion are different things, for a man may be A 1 as a theologian 
whilst he is almost destitute of the true principle of religion, in fact, even 
the *' basest " of men. Cases illustrating the truth of this are frequently 
occurring. 

" No matter what our natural or acquired diversiouE — ^no matter what 
our deep hereditary distinctions, our age, or country, or class, our habits of 
thought and ways of looking at things ; religion is that which should prove 
itself independent of all such distinctions, and bring us into perfect accord- 
ance and unity of spirit." (Dr. Caird. Sermon, " What is Religion V*) 
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